PROCEEDI NGS
Sanpling & Anal ysis of Feed Streans

M. Donbr owski :
Waste Prograns Enforcenent,

M/ nane is John Donbrowski. |I'mwth the Ofice of
RCRA Enforcement Division and | currently work
for Susan Brommand |I'Il be working for Susan in the new organization .
The next discussion is on sanpling and analysis. To develop thi s
presentation, we took questions that CMA nenbers had presented to EPA and
devel oped a generalized di scussion.

Exanpl es of sone general requirements for sanpling and anal ysis,
whi ch Ken touched on a couple of these earlier, are: general facilities
standards; BIF requirenents, such as denobnstration of qualification for
exenption and wai vers, chlorides, netals and ash feed r ate limts for BIF;
LDR treatment standards.

Sonme general questions submtted by the CMA nenbers centered
around what should be contained in a waste analysis plan. Today we will
not discuss the detailed requirements of a waste analysis plan. However
I would like to bring your attention to sone new gui dance devel oped by
EPA. It's titled Waste Analysis At Facilities That CGenerate, Treat And

D spose O Hazardous Waste. |It's currently in a draft form but should be
finalized soon and a Notice of Availability will be published in the
Federal Register. This is arevisi on to the 1984 guidance. [At the tine
of the release of this transcript, this docunent is available through
NTIS. Please refer to OSWER No. 9938.4-03 and Publication No. PB94-963-
603 when ordering.]

itens that should be contained in a wast e
to BIF owners and operators include :
sanmpling analysis frequencies; analytical procedures; and quality
assurance and quality control neasures. As we discuss these itens, please
keep in mnd that these are things that you want to keep in the wast e
anal ysi s plan anong ot her things.

Sone ot her general
analysis plan and are of interest

The first item| would |li ke to discuss is frequency. Wen should
a facility sanple and analyze its waste? First of all, this discussion
can apply to all feed streanms required by the BIF rules. Sone factors one
needs to consider are: sources of the feed stream variability, batch
sizes, and stability of the operation. Let's take a look at various
frequency options for sanpling and analysis. Different options are going
to be applicable for different faci lities. The frequency options that we
wi |l discuss here today are phase sanpling using statistical analysis,
bat ch sanpling and case-by-case sanpling. W will discuss each of these
options in detail. Please note that this discussion is applicable to BlFs
with interimstatus as well. As you select an option, you should consult
your Regional or state enforcement personnel for assistance. Also, the
option that you select during interimstatus may change when it cones tine

to obtain a permt, at which time you should consult with Regional or
State permitting personnel.
Let's tal k about frequency of sanpling for batch operations. This

option is applicable to feed streans that changes through tinme or that are
transported to a facility in batches. For exanple off-site wastes, or
feed streanms that are generated at varying quantities and concentrations
and being fed at different tinmes. An inportant point in batch sanpling
is that the sanple should be representative. Two additional inportant
poi nts about batch sanpling are: first, the analytical results you receive
for that batch is what you should use to calculate the feed rates; and
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secondly, no new material is being added to the batch after the sanple has
been taken or while you're feeding that batch to the BIF unit. That was
pretty sinple. A nore extensive option that is available to BIFs in waste
anal ysis is phase sanpling in conjunction with statisti cal analysis. This
option is appropriate for on-site waste (as-generated not as bl ended) .
For this option, a facility would devel op an extensive data base on the
waste or the feed streamthat it is being considered for feeding into the
BIF unit. Based on this data base, the facility can then establish the
frequency at which it will sanple and analyze. For exanple, after taking
sanples for thirty days, the facility develops a statistical data base.

Based on this database, the facility nay decide to reduce the sanpling and
anal ysis frequency to weekly or even nonthly, or whatever may be
applicable for that site. As for determning feed rates for this option,

the facility should use the upper confidence limt generated fromthi s
data base for each constituent of concern. One issue regarding thi s
approach may conme up is that a facility nay have developed its statistical
data base and established a frequency. However, when i t took a sanple and
received the analytical results, the analytical results were below the
est abl i shed upper confidence linmt. For this situation, EPA recomrends
that the facility use the established upper confidence linmt for that
anal ytical data in determning feed rates. Now, for analytical data above
the upper confidence Iimt (neaning you have your established frequency,

and you get your results back and you see a couple of constituents that

are now above this upper limt you had established), what should the
facility do? |In this situation, EPA recommends a facility considers a
coupl e of options. First, the facility should evaluate the analytical
data that are above that limt to determ ne why they are above the linmt.

Qutliers, inconplete data and Q¥ QC wll be discussed following the
frequency discussion. The facility could resanple, which is part of the

Q¥ QC procedures, use the higher value of the feed rate until resanpling
shows that you' re back within that confidence limt, and then go back to
using the upper confidence limt. Another option may be increasing

sanpling frequency, nmeaning the facility may have not correctly sel ected
the appropriate frequency for that facility, or for that operation. This
may be indicating that you should sanple nore often. 1'd like to bring
to your attention, if you do use the upper confidence | imt instead of the
hi gher anal ytical value for the constituent, the Regions nay cone in and
eval uate that higher analytical data point to see if the waste anal ysis
is really adequate enough as far as frequency is concerned. May be this
higher limt should be the Iimt used for feed rate cal cul ati ons because
the statistical analysis is weak, or this data point may or nay not be an
outlier. But it's going to be something that the Regions will want t o
|l ook at and probably will.

If you're using statistical analysis, the initial data base that
was di scussed earlier should be continuously updated. A facility should
continue to add data to this data base and thereby recal cul ate an upper

confidence limt that wll be used for feed rate calculations for
constituents. |In sumary, every tine a facility receives an anal ysis, add
it to the data base. There's one point I'd like to bring out here.

Facilities should be cautioned that
For exanpl e,
the facility has been sanpling once a week for ten years.

the data base may becone too |arge.

The data base

with all of this analytical data is extremely large. The facility my
want to consider, when |looking at that upper confidence linmt, a nor e
recent time frame of the data, nmybe the nost recent two years or one

year.
operations,
current operations.
al so mai nt ai ned.

This gives a nore accurate snap shot of the facility's current
where as the total of ten years of data may not reflect
So, the data base should be continuously updated but



Let ne explain the intent of this next slide. The intent is not
to have process know edge alone for determning feed rates. Proces s
know edge in conbination with analytical data, or just analytical data is

what we are |ooking for when calcul ating feed rates. W're not confident
that process know edge alone could give you that feed rate nunber or
calculation. For exanple, we have case where facilities have said, |'m
not measuring that constituent because | know it's not there and we took
a sanple and the anal ysis showed that the constituent was there. Another
exanpl e would be chrome coming off piping. The piping part of the
process. It's a sinple exanple but there are others. Process know edge
can be used to determ ne when a statistical analysis and the data base is
no longer applicable. This is simlar to maintenance of that data base
di scussed earlier. And, finally, a good starting point for statistical
anal ysis working into phase sanpling is SW846 Chapter 9.

Case-by-case sanpling. This is for an operation that doesn't fit
into any of the two schemes just discussed. For example, it may be
plausible that a facility can work sonmething out with the state or Region
on a worst case scenario. However, | would suggest for whatever option

selected, especially like a case-by-case option, the facility shoul d
consult with State or Region to obtain sone guidance or direction.
Different options nay be applicable and they nay not be. But just keep

in mnd, whatever option you select, it's going to be evaluated during an

inspection and when it conmes tinme to permtting. So, it is best to try
to work things out with the Regions or states, if you can, in devel oping
an option.

Now I'd like to nove on to another aspect or another area wher e

the questions presented by CVA centered around.
something a facility would want to keep as part

Keep in mind this i s
of the waste analysi s

plan. First, detailed informati on on sanpling and anal ytical procedures.
The following are just sone items why this is inportant. First, it i s
necessary for conpliance with BIF r equi rements. For exanple, feed rates,
constituents, confirnming the properties of naterials. Meani ng al |

materials in question that is being fed into the BIF. Sone exanpl es of
detailed characterization for analytical paraneters are right here. |
guess the ones that are of real concern are the BIF netals, chlorides,
ash, in some cases dioxin and furans. Ohers that are listed here ar e
dependent upon the facility, maybe for their requirements, fuel spec
requirenents or other regulations. Wen SW846 is not specified in the
regul ations, any reliable analytical procedure is acceptable. However,
SW846 is a good starting point because it can be used as a guidance
docurment when it's not specified in the regulations. So Chapter 2 of SW
846 is where | would recommend you start | ooking. When using other
met hods that are not specified in SW846, or not specified in the
regul ations, you want to use good, general RCRA QAQC type of procedures
with any method selected. Wien SW846 is specified in the regul ations,
that method nust be used. |In some cases, facilities don't like to use
met hods specified in SW846. There is an option available if there is a
SW 846 method specified in the regulations and the facility really care
does not want to use it. This opti on is in 40 CFR 260.21 which is "peti-
tions for equivalent testing or analytical methods." In summary, thi s
petition allows a facility to petition the Admnistrator to add to the
regul atory requirenents a testing or analytical method. Basically, you
are petitioning to add to the regulatory requirenents another nethod
because that's what the facility wants to use. A key with this petition
is that the proposed nmethod nust be superior or equival ent to the existing
method. However, it is ny understanding that this is not a very quick or
expeditious route to take. Mght be quicker just trying to inplenent the
other nethod required by the regul ations.
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Maxi mum hol ding times. There was a question related to nmaxi mum
holding tines and turn around times. A good reference is SW846 Tabl e-
2.21, or if it's a method not specified in SW846, | would recomen d
looking into the QA procedures recomrended for the nethod selected. Now
questions started centering in around inconplete data and outliers. This
is sonething that should be contained in the waste analysis plan on how
to deal with inconplete data and outliers. The inportant thing to stress
here is that for inconplete data and outliers docunmentation is very
important. Sone references for inconplete data and outliers are listed
here, Chapter 1 of SW846, Cuidance on Setting Pernit Conditions and the
Handbook for QAQC Procedures for Hazardous Waste Incineration. Thes e
should all be available at NTIS. | don't have the EPA docunment nunber on
the last two docunent at this monent but | can get that for you later.

to discuss outliers. Think back to the
statistical analysis discussion. W were discussing that one anal ytical
point that nay be out of range. The nost inportant point we're going to
try to make here for outliers are quality assurance procedures. Again,
docunentation, determning why and corrective action to be taken t o
prevent this fromoccurring in the future are the nost inportant el ements
that should be considered for outliers. Just because y ou get a data point
that doesn't seemlike it fits within the rest of data, don't just ignore
it or discount it. We'd like you to follow some structured steps on how
to approach that data point and how to address it. Docunmenting this is
going to help when it comes tines to make a conpliance determination.
Wthout this type of docunentation or this structured procedure,
determ ni ng compliance becones a little bit nore difficult. And agai n,
if you go through all of the QA procedures, an outlier may not be an
outlier. It may be valid data point and that's what needs to be
determned. And the facility will have to include this data point or take
corrective action. Now we'll discuss inconplete data. Basically a good
corrective action in dealing with this problem is resanpling and
reanal yzing. An inportant point here is docunmentation and | can't stress
that enough. W would like to have this docunentation avail able upon
inspection. This docunentation nmay becone val uable during the permtting
process in determining frequency of sanpling and anal ytical procedures.
What |'d like to get at with this slide is, yes we do understand that
probl ems do occur and sonetines they' re beyond the facility's control

However, in some cases, you should not give up hope, it's still my be
possible to denpnstrate conpliance. For exanple, where a facility i s
m ssing only one paraneter (i.e., inconplete data), but they're doing
their frequency and their analysis based on statistical analysis, it mght
be possible to denmonstrate that waste streamis still within the previous
waste streans as shown by the statistical analysis. |It's inportant t o
have docunentation to back this up to show what's happening at the
facility and to show conpliance that this waste stream hasn't changed.

Now we're going

These situations about inconplete data and outliers presented here
try to give you a feel for how you should handle them But really it's
going to be a site specific issue. | could always give you an idea on how
to address this problem | definitely recommend that you consult wit h
your state or Regional office on howthey would like to see you approach
this problem And this is also applicable for frequency determ nations.
As discussed earlier with inconplete data, all quality assurance and
docunmentation and corrective nmeasures should be taken with outliers as
well. You don't want to have these outliers and inconplete data problenms
frequently at the facility. Make sure that this problemis addressed,
corrected and is not reoccurring. | have provided a couple of exanples,
which are not in your manual. |In the first exanple of hazardous waste and
statistical analysis. A facility generates waste on-site, and has this



waste piped directly to a storage t ank and subsequently burned in the on-
site boiler. The waste is produced in a stable chem cal process that is
wel | characterized by |aboratory analysis. Meaning there is good dat a
base of analytical data. The waste is initially well characterized for
the BIF paranet ers using statistical evaluations as just discussed. The

waste is also characterized to see if it neets the facility's fuel
speci fications. The facility knows they can burn this waste in thei r
unit. Based on statistical analysis a frequency for conplet e
characterization, neaning all BIF requirements, is determned e.g.,
monthly, quarterly, annually, whatever is applicable to that site. Al so
conpl ete characterization analysis is conducted whenever the process
change has occurred or whenever the waste deviates fromtheir fuel specs.
The facility getting indications that sonething is different in your

waste. Better recharacterize it.

Exanple 2. Hazardous waste fuel batch analysis. The facility
recei ves hazardous waste from numerous off-site sources and bl ends these
wastes on-site. An initial characterization now is perforned on eac h
wast e stream before acceptance and di scharge into the storage tank system
Once the tank is filled, a conplete characterization for the Bl F
parameters is conducted. The anal yti cal results from that
characterization is used for the feed rates. And then the facility feeds
this waste as a batch into the boiler. No further fuel or material i s
added to this batch being burned. Exanple 3. Nornal fuel statistical
analysis. The facility feeds pulverized coal as a primary fuel. Coal is
received from off-site sources, stockpiled on-site, ground and mlled
before feeding. Fromstatistical analysis based on historical data, the
facility has established specification, naxi mum concentration for nmetals
and chloride. A representative sanple of each shipnent of coal ar e
collected and anal yzed to verify that the coal confirns to our statistical
anal ysi s specifications.

MR DOVBROWSKI Question, how can the Agency cite facilities
for inadequate waste analysis when it was never specified in the
regulations or any guidance docunents on proper nethods such as
statistical analysis, outliers, etc.? First, | would like to introduce
the panel nenbers; Ken Ggliello, Oliver Fordhamfromthe O fice of Solid
Waste, Bob Hol | oway and Sonya Sasseville. Want me to r epeat the question?

How can the Agency cite facilities for inadequate waste anal ysis
when it was never specified in the regulations for any gui dance docunents
on proper methods such as statistical analysis or outliers, etc.?

MR. HOLLOWAY: The regulation clearly says you have to sanpl e
and analyze as often as necessary to insure conpliance with the
regul ations. You've got to sanple and anal yze as often as your situation
dictates in order to know what you're feeding before you feed it. Wth
respect to guidance on statistical approaches for establishing a sanpling
program sone of that are in SW846 already. The Agency has established
guidance. Plus, if you weren't sure howto deal with t hese issues, as far
as outliers, or whatever, the Regions and the states have been there to
provi de gui dance.

MB. SASSEMI LLE: And one of the concerns was, |
facilities that really hadn't made an effort to figure out
necessary and we certainly did see sone exanpl es of that.

think, with sone
what wa s

MR FORDHAM As John has discussed, SW846 Chapter 9 is OSWs
gui dance on sanpling and statistics for proper sanple collection. It
tal ks about the nunmber of sanples necessary and how to cal cul ate upper
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confidence levels. This
need to do as far as your
sanpling is concerned.

is the basic source for figuring out what you
sanpling and analysis plan and frequency o f

QUESTI ON FROM AUDI ENCE: (i naudi bl e)

MR FORDHAM This is true and it gets back to the discussion
you had this norning. Do you want us to prescribe every step that you
have to do, or do you want us to give you sonme flexibility to be able to

most cost effectively apply these to your own analysis. We coul d
prescribe a very rigid set of statistical procedures but | think it' s
better to allow flexibility because we can't account for all different

type of analyses that are going to be required for the world of hazardous
waste testing. W need to have this flexibility.

MR. Gl GLI ELLG It sounds like the question is of two parts.
One is saying that there are no methods in place; the other is centering
on the frequency issue. And the nethods that John has tal ked about are
laid out in SW846. How to analyze, how to sanple. The frequency, |
think, is the issue that a lot of us have a nore difficult time dealing
with and as Alie has said, we could choose to say, for instance, and this
is not the way it exists now, that if you are a comercial facility that
accepts waste fromten off-site sources, you will do it this way, as
opposed to if you are a facility that has on-site waste and you only burn
one waste stream you will do it this way. The point of the matter is,

we have not done it that way. W have not mandated to that level of
detail, in a great nunber of instances because your industry, i n
particular, has refused to want to do it that inflexibly. And there is

this balance of what you want. To be honest, from an enforcenent

standpoint, we'd like to have in the regulations, you will sanple five
times a day or whatever the nunber is because then we could go out and
verify whether or not you' ve done it. But that has not been traditionally
the way the RCRA programis set up and if you really feel that is the

approach that we should take, then that's something that you shoul d convey
to the people that are witing the rules. To be honest, the frequency
issue is going to be on a site specific basis and right now there's just
no way around that. There is absolutely no way around site specific basis
for frequency of sanpling. The nethod, however though, is something you
shoul d be able to get fromSW846 or if you have a different method which
you feel is better, you may choose to use it based on the provision in 40
CFR 266. 102(b).

MR. DOVBROWEKI : This next question brings up an interesting
poi nt . Actually it's sonething | had on the slides and | failed t o
mention. Wat is the Agency's gui dance when constituents of concern are
not detectable. Using an SW846 nethodol ogy in repeat sanpling produces

different detection limts. | wll defer the SW846 question to Qi ver,
as far as the second part, the point about when detection linits ar e
varying. First with the statistical analysis, it may not be appropriate
when the detection linits aren't varying or you're not getting any

variation, therefore you really couldn't
what happens when you do have variation.
are sonme different thoughts out there. One is, maybe statistical analysis
m ght be applicable to that variation, or maybe met hodol ogy which you're
getting the detection limits fromis not the correct one, or selecting a
different method m ght be nore appropriate. That would be sonething you'd
have to work out with your Region or state.

have a statistical analysis but
That's a good question and there

MR FORDHAM Instrumental detection linits are so sensitive
these days, that generally they're well below any EPA regulatory linits



except for a few nasty oily wastes and sanples of that nature, but
generally detection linmts are nuch |lower than any regulatory linmt so
whet her you use the detection limt, or zero, really won't make too nuch
difference in your statistics. It only presents a problem if the
detection limt happens to be very close to the regulatory limt.

MR DOVBROWBKI : I would like to famliarize you with AQiver's
background. He is our SW846 person here today and is very famliar with
that aspect of regulatory requirenents and gui dance.

(comrent s from audi ence i naudi bl e)

MR FORDHAM Even though you have the non-detect nunbers that
are well belowthe regulatory limt, based on the sanple matrix there can
be a lot of differences in the detection linmts that are achievabl e

sanpl e-to-sanple and that variability and detection linmt can throw you
into a high upper confidence linit. May be that is what people ar e
tal king about here. |It's not that you may have all your values well bel ow
the regulatory limt. They nay all be non-detect. But if you apply these
statistics to themand look at the variability just in detection limts

sometines you get into problens, if the detection limt is near the
regulatory limt.
MR FORDHAM We've come up against this wth comercial

| aboratories where it's inpossible to get acceptable detection limts in
an organic matrix for nmetals.

MR FORDHAM Good detection limts for the metals in oily
matrices should be achi evable by the new mi crowave nethods. You ought to
be able to destroy the sanple matrix and thus get good detection limts
fromnetals. The other issue on the detection limits is the variability.
Increasing the variability can make that upper confidence |evel higher.
I think this is probably been a debate that's gone on for years and years

when you've got a non-detect, do you call it zero, do you call it the
met hod detection limt, what do you call it. | don't know that there's
ever been any resolution. | think there may be some problens but | don't

know of any and | don't think SW846 has any particul ar gui dance on that.

(question from audi ence i naudi bl e)

MR FORDHAM The microwave nethods are not always as vigorous
as some of the hot plate nethods and so the anount that 's di gested may not
be as high but they are nore precise. Al of our studies show that the
reproduceability of the mcrowave nethods is nuch better so if you use
those consistently, you'll probably get nmuch nore precise analysis.

MR DOVBROWSKI : Let's go on to the next question. I's
anal ytical data required for fuel for flue gas and process vent gas fed
to boilers? |If so, does EPA have a protocol nethod or recomended net hods
to sanple and analyze these gas streans? If not, what is EPA s
recomendation? Yes. It is required of you to analyze your vent gases
going into your units. BIF regulations state all feed streams. The flue
gases and process vent gases are feed streans. |'ll let Qiver tal k about
anal ytical methods avail able for gas sanpling.

MR FORDHAM There aren't any nethods in SW846 on how to sanpl e

There are some new nethods that have just gone through technical
anal yzing certain BIF nmetals and certain

don't believe that tal ks about sanpling,

gases.
wor kgroup review | ast year for
things in gas streans, but |
that's just an anal ysis.
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MR. Gl GIELLC Again, let me try to answer it from an
enforcenent standpoint. In nobst cases that | have seen, where we have a
problemis if you fail to do sonething. W haven't seen people conme in
and ask us "we don't really have a nethod to neasure the gas going to our
Bl F". If you did that, then we mght be able to work sonething out .
Wiere we go out, we go out and basically say, the BIF rule says you have
to anal yze and know everything going into your BIF and we don't see i t
being done. So, those are the cases that |'ve been involved with where
we just haven't seen people taking the initiative to do it. |If there is
a nethods problem or if there is a problemthat you don't know how to do

it, you know. Come in and talk to us. But if you don't do it at all ,
don't put it into witing as to what's going on, then we have no
alternative then basically say, |ook, the regulations say, do this, you're

not doing it, what's the alternative that we have?

(i naudi bl e)

MR. DOVBROWSKI : If a facility mxes all waste before feeding
into the boiler will it demonstrate conpliance (inaudible) the m xture of
the streams. |1'mgoing to refer back to the three areas we just tal ked
about . Batch, statistical and case by case. In this exanple here i t
seens |like you would be a batch. W're talking about mxing all your
streans and then you would sanple the m xture prior to feeding into the
BIF unit.

(conversations inaudi bl e)

M. CHOW I'mgoing to ask John to pick out the questions
that he can answer easily and answer themin the next 15 mnutes. Wen
we transcribe the tapes, we'll try to address as nmany of the remaining
questions as possible in the transcript. For site specific questions, we
will have to refer to the Regions or the States to gather nore information
and address themindividually. So another 15 nore minutes on this before
we nove on to the next topic.

MR. DOVBROWBKI : How often is a confidence linmt established?
Is it recal culated with each new data point? |If so, a high value even
when the | ower confidence linmt can drastically raise i t especially if the
data base is small. That's true. But as we tal ked about in statistical

analysis, every tine you receive analytical data, you should add it t o
that data base. |If there is a data point that you feel is potentially an
outlier or can mess up your data, you should go through QAQC procedures

to evaluate that data point and naybe resanpl e and anal yze.

MR d Gl ELLO I've got one here that | could take a crack at.
Do you plan to allow sone period of time to utilize "new guidance" for
those who have used the 1984 guidance in designing their waste analysis
plans? And the second part of that, is new gui dance being applied now?
The main difference in this new guidance is that the prior 1984 gui dance
did not have any nention of the |and disposal restrictions program And
the document itself was not very user friendly. Therefore, we ar e
revising it for the new gui dance, we have sent this document through two
rounds of review W also sent it to a nunber of people in the regul ated
community. There were 30 people that we sent it to directly that have
commented on it. As John said, it's in printing right now and will be
avail abl e through NTIS. | would say the answer to the first question is,
yes. | would think we're going to have to make some accommopdati ons for
I ooking at having sone tine to inpl ement the new gui dance. But the thing
you have to remenber about the waste analysis plan guidance, it's not a
docurent that you create once and t hen ten years later you're still using



nmean it's a kind of
routine basis and see what's

it the sane exact way you did ten years ago. |
docurent you have to | ook at on some kind of
going on with the material that you are burning. Wat' s going on with the
waste streams. Am| getting different waste streans? So it has to be
somewhat of a living document. This docunent updates a lot of the ol d
information. There are new exanples in there of what a waste anal ysi s
plan should look Ilike for generators, for instance, because that
information wasn't there before. So, the answer to the questionis, it's
being used now to the extent that the permit witers have it in thei r
hands and they're going to be using it probably during your perm t
decision making. So it would really be good to get your hands on thi s
docurent. And | said, it should be comng out very soon to NTIS. | don't
think anybody's iminent fromthe Bl F standpoint of get ting a permt right
now, so | don't think it's crucial right now that you get it but | think
it will be available within the next couple of nonths. [As of April 1994,
this docunent has beconme avail able through the NTIS with OSWER # 9938. 4-
03.]

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
frequency plan be used for
is used for

Anot her question was should the sane sanpling
non- hazardous waste or fuels, such as coal as
hazardous waste. \WWoever tal ked to John about this, he may
have sone thoughts too, but | think the answer is if you're using the
statistical analysis procedures, it's likely, actually, that you woul d
cone up with a different sanpling frequency just becaus e different streans
have different amounts of variability. That doesn't nean that the
procedure should be any |ess conservative or any less stringent. You
shoul d use the sanme confidence level to cone up with the frequency but,
like | said, based on the variability, it's likely that the different
streans woul d have a different frequency.

MR FORDHAM To followup on that, the sanpling frequency i s
based on three things; the nean of your data set; the variance in your
data; and the regulatory limt. These are all cranked into a fornula in
Chapter 9 of SW846 and hopefully f or those naterials |like natural fuels,
they are not pushing elenents that are near the regulatory limt. As you
get further fromthe regulatory limt, the nunber of sanples that you need
falls way off. Mdst of the cost is generated in waste analysis, when
you're close to the regulatory Iimt and then the nunber of sanples goes
up quite drastically. So, hopefully, for fuels and other materials,
there's nothing in there near the regulatory Ilimt and your frequency of
anal ysis would be nuch Iess. But that's sonething that you woul d
determ ne through your initial analyses to give you a history on what is
happeni ng.

I have one other question here that we hear fairly often in our
office. There are several argunent s on the use of SW846 and how t he use
of different waste analysis routines can becone circul ar between states,
Regi ons and EPA Headquarters. Can EPA designate one point of contact on
anal ytical routines particularly those that provide |lower detection limts
so that different analytical routines can be used for risk assessment ,
etc. That's something that the Method Section in the Characterization
Assessment Division has been trying to address for a long time
particularly nyself and Barry Lesnik, our organic expert. W would like
to see SW846 be gui dance and not so nandated that everyone says you have
to use an SW846 procedure. W would like to see the npst cost-effective
procedure used whether it's one of our proposed nethods or a nethod that
you nay have devel oped yourself. The thing of utnpst inportance to us is
that you show fromyour quality assurance that you're getting performance
from your nethod. That you can prove the performance of your nethod.
Unfortunately when it gets down to the Regional and par ticularly the state
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level (the states have primacy of their own prograns),
restrictive than EPA if they want to on these issues. And quite often
that's what happens. Not having the resources, they often just nandate
that an SW846 method will be used. W are working with our Regions and
with states to try to bring this word to themto give nore flexibility
because we know the cost of analysi s is high and we prefer the npbst cost-
effective nethods be used.

they can be nore

MR DOVBROMEKI : I want to clarify and respond to this one point
here. W have two issues here with respect to statistical analysis and
the phase sanpling. In our exanple we said 95% or 97.5% confidenc e
limt. SWB846 has 90% These are not requirements. | t's guidance. It's
what we'd |li ke to see. You nmay deternine based on our guidance what' s
appropriate for your facility.

MR G GLIELLG I have a question here. |If a facility spells
out inits waste analysis plan exactly how sanpling and analysis will be
conducted, then the WAP is included in the pernmt, is a facility
consi dered being conpliance as long as it is conplying with the WAP?

It's basically a straight -forward question.
to remenber about any waste anal ysis plan,
at waste analysis plans, we're looking basically for two things. W're
looking for, is it an adequate plan (particularly for plans that have not
been approved yet), and if it is, are they following it according to what
it says. So, the permt really has nothing to do with it per se because
chances are you're going to have to nodify your waste analysis plan during
the permtting process. Interim status waste analysis plans in other
words may be different than your pernitted waste analysis plan. There are
very fewsituations | think this particular situation happens. So, when
we go out and | ook, we can potentially get people on violations both for
an inadequate plan (particularly if it has not been approved) or failure
to follow the plan. And again, | think we've been dancing around al |
morning on what is really adequate. And that's the thing | think we have
some a fair amobunt of disagreenent with the industry and maybe even

The thing you' ve got
is that when we go out and | ook

internally at times on what is adequate. And so, the answer to thi s
question is, if you are in compliance and it's adequate, yes. |If you are
following your plan and it's in concurrence to the pernit, the answer is

yes. But it's nore involved than that because we have to determine i f
it's adequate. You know, that's pr obably the bigger hurdle for us. |It's
alittle easier to determne whether or not you're actually conplying with
your plan. Are you doing it twice a day or whatever the frequency is.
That's easy for us to determine. the bigger hurdle for both you and us
is, isit an adequate plan? And that's not that an easy a thing to do up
front.

MR (Audi ence ?):
in the permt, is it fair
anal ysis plan is adequate?

Since the WAP, this scenario was included
to assune that EPA then believes the wast e

MR G Gl ELLG In nost cases you would presune that to be the
case. Let me just tell you a real practical problem Mbst permit witers
do not go to the facilities. It's a reality. I've seen it happen a
nunber of tines and what we have found in a nunber of cases is what's in
the permit is not what's in the field. In that situation | cannot tell
you exactly if that's incorporated verbatiminto the pernmit and its never
been seen, that you will be in conpliance. |If there's sonething out there
going on that is not reflected in the waste analysis plan, it should be
reflected in the waste analysis plan, then, you know, all bets are off.



But technically, you're right. If we approve it, and it's as it exists
inthe field and you're conplying with it, then you're right, you'd be in
conpl i ance.

MR. DOVBROWSKI : Keeping with the schedule, |'m going to go
ahead and introduce Mark Mercer fromthe Office of Solid Waste. He's an
environnental engineer in PSPD, Permts and States Prograns Division.
He'll be tal king about nonitoring requirenents.

Moni toring Requirements & Automatic Waste Feed Cut-O f

MR MERCER: In this section we will be discussing the nonitor-
ing requirenents in the BIF rule. BlIF rules set forth nunerous nonitoring
requirenents to describe what needs to be nonitored and how t he equi pnent
shoul d be calibrated. The nonitoring standards are discussed in 266.102
and 266.103. The subject we will be talking about is monitoring feed rate
and production rate. The feed rate is required to insure that materials
fed to the device during routine use is less than during the COC or the
trial burn and the production rate is required to insure that the devise
is not being operated outside the envelope established during the
Conpliance test and trial burn. So if the nornmal actual operation is ten
times that of what is set in the trial burn, then it is clear that the
trail burn woul dn't be valid. These nonitors assure EPA that the device
is operated within the envel ope, they need to be accurate and that's why
we have these provisions. To show the accuracy, EPA has validation
requirenents that vary fromdevice to device. This section discusses some
of those validation requirenents and directs facilities to the resource
docunents that provide specific det ails. Another issue is tenperature of
the gas going into the air pollution control device. This is done in the
existing rule to insure that the mix between gaseous and particulat e
metals is the same during the Conpliance test and trial burn as it i s
during actual operation. In the new strategy, we'll be getting int o
tenperature in terns of dioxin but that's another issue. The idea here
is you don't want to have nore netals going out and not being caught by
the particulate control device. This section discusses the need for one
or two ranges. A nunber of these requirenents are discussed in various
points in the reg. | won't read the individual citations here. As you
can see there's a nunber of citations that are included in your handout
for future reference.

The first question is, can surrogates be used in nonitoring feed
rates. The particular exanple provided was a facility has a device that
is fed coal by a systemthat feeds nultiple boilers. Each one is not
measured, only the total feed to al | of the boilers. Does he need to add
the capability to nonitor the feed rate to each boiler? He currently has

the capability to monitor to the steam production in each boiler
separately. Can he use the steamproduction rate as a surrogate for coal
feed rate? The answer is no. W are requiring that he must know how rmuch
coal is going in and in particular the feed rate is nore critical than

production rate and the rule does not allow surrogates for this inmportant
paraneter. Feed rate is done to support the know edge of netal feed going
into the facility.

In the case of production rate, the question is, can surrogates
be used for monitoring production rate? |In particular, can a facility use
monitoring of feed rate in lieu of monitoring production rate? The
exanple is, a facility wants to use input of fuel (mass, knowi ng Bt U
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content of fuel) inlieu of steamproduction rate. Kind of the sane idea
as the feed rate but the answer is different. The regulations allow you
todoit. The regulation allows the use of surrogate f or production rate.
The section 4.2.3 of the federal inplenentation document for the Boiler
Industrial Furnace Regul ations stat es, depending on the facility on their
measurenent capabilities, the appropriate units for neasuring production
rate may be represented as the raw materials feed rate, thernal input or
production rate. Here we've provided a little nore latitude. W just
want to make sure that the machine's not running at a nuch greater
capacity than it was during the Compliance test or trial burn and this is
considered sufficient and accurate whereas for the netals feed rate, we
wanted to nake sure that not too nuch nmetal was comi ng out.

The next question is on validation of nonitors. Wat procedures
are acceptable to EPA to validate the waste feed flow nmeter, the
tenperature nonitoring device, the production rate nonitor, strip current
recorder output, conputerized recor ding systens to denonstrate conpliance
with BIF limts. The answer is, facilities should use the guidance
provided for incinerators in the docunent handbook, quality assurance,
quality control procedure for hazardous waste incinerat ors. Al though this
docurent is witten for incinerators,it is applicable to BIF also in this
situation. This docunent provides guidance on arriving at requirenents
between the permt witer and the facility. And that's the way your
permt's supposed to work. Now, on an interimstatus, we have a question.
I'n sone cases the language is not specific enough so on an interimstatus
to use without ambiguity. In these cases, the facility should use a good
faith effort to interpret the |anguage. The facility should proceed
according to their interpretation. |If a facility is uncertain as to what
to do, they should consult their St ate or Regional enforcenment personnel.
They should al so docunment the rationale for their determinations wit h
subsequent review by inspectors.

Anot her issue was single range or dual range CO nonitors. The
question was can a facility calibrate a single range rather than a dual

range. The answer is yes. A dual range is not actually required by the
rul e. Techni cal ly. 266 Appendix 9 2.1.4, performance and equiprment
specification states, the dual range specifications can be net by using

one analyzer for each range; a dual range unit or a single neasurenent
range unit are capable of meeting both specifications within a singl e
unit. The Catch 22 is; it has to be as accurate. As long as the 3,000
parts per mllion range unit can show a calibration of less then 10 parts
per mllion .3% the single range unit can be use. Most people will find
the dual range unit to be nore practical.

The fourth question was on applicability of the maximum
tenperature linit on air pollution control inlet gas. Now t hese questions
will respond to the current rule and in the new strategy, the answers are
alittle bit different. The question is why does 266.103(c)(1)(A) require
max tenperature limt entering an ESP? The ESP power and inlet flowrate
are specified as key paraneters of ESP performance. EPA seenms to be
concerned that the tenperature entered in the ESP not exceed 450 degrees
Fahrenheit, to avoid dioxin formation. Wy not just set the cut off limt
at 450? Well, the tenperature limt was neant to control netal renopval
efficiencies. ESP's renpve particulate but not gaseous netals and the
sane is true for baghouses. The relative proportion of particulate netals
to gaseous netals was present during the task should al so be naintained
during routine operations. The questioner was perhaps thinking about the
new strategy where we're concerned about dioxin fornmation and worrie d
about dioxin formation in the air pollution control devices.



Hot vs. Cold Hydrocarbon Monitoring

If facility can denonstrate a consistent correlation between hot
and cold readings, can adjusted cold readings be used? No, hot
hydrocarbon units nust be used only after recertification.

We were told early on by vendors that hot hydrocarbon units ar e
not very reliable in the field. W definitely heard early on that there
were troubles with these units and it turns out nost of the people were
able to get their devices up and running. The few facilities that were
having trouble getting devices up and running had like 340 parts of
m | 1lion hydrocarbons and those hydrocarbons even with t he heated |line were
gunking out in the line and plugging the flow and this has given them
troubl e.

What is the purpose in keeping the one ninute averages for
after the corrected CO has been cal cul ated?

0.

Ms. Chow Actually, we're going to address that later on when
we tal k about record keeping. | don't have ny paperwork here in front of
me, but there is a citation ... the regulation requires that the facility
to nmonitor the CO and 0, and the hourly rolling average and then further
down in the regulation it refers back to Appendix 9. And if you go
Appendix 9, in Section 2.1.2.1, | finally remenber it correctly, it does
refer again back to the continuous nonitoring requirenments. |f you |ook
at the definition for that, you have to nonitor every 15 seconds and
record and conpute the average and record every 60 seconds. OK? So, you
should do it. But we're going to clarify that a little later on when we
tal k about record keeping.

I think the purpose of requiring record keeping for each one
m nute, what ambunts to one minute average, is to allow the inspector s
when they cone out there to insure conpliance with the regul ation.

MR MERCER: Are the BIF regul ated netals the only concern for

the ash as particulate? |f so, why does not RCRA regulate only netal s?
Not, say sodi um chl ori de.
MS. SASSEVI LLE: Well, there's also a concern about organics

that mght be absorbed onto the particulate matter, so that's the second
reason that we're concerned under RCRA with particul ate.

MR. MERCER Metals and
particulates are inportant for other

the tenperature limt but still

reasons.

MR HOLLOWAY: Is the question ... is part of the question i f
we're controlling the nmetals not feed rate limts? Wiy we're also
limting PM particular nmatter. Ws that part of the questions? If so,
| guess there are two reasons we want to limt PM One is the answer that
Sonya gave about concern about volatilized organics and the other is we,
at least currently, and maybe for an extended period in the future, we
don't feel we really have an adequate means of controlling netals feed
rates into these devices. W all know that the sanpling anal ysis schene
we' re using and assum ng based on testing, albeit testi ng, how much of the
metals are going to partition and the chlorine for that matter, is a
pretty crude method of conplying wi th division standards. So we're using
PMalso ... aPMIlint also as a supplenent to control the toxic metals.

MR MERCER: Next question is what is the reasonabl e ambunt of
time the agency allows to fine tune the calibration of a CEMunit before
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the burning of waste fuel nust

MR HOLLOMY: Again, I"'mnot a CEMexpert, but it seens | ogical
that before you can burn hazardous waste, your CEM has to neet our
performance specifications, so you need to fine tune it, before you start.
That nmay nmean conplying with perfornmance specs before you burn the
hazar dous wast e.

be stopped?

(comrent s i naudi bl e)

MR HOLLOWMAY: What's the question again? |'mnot sure of the
question? No, excuse ne, their question which sounded a little different
and nay be nore interesting.

QUESTI O\ You' ve already gotten up and proved that your system
worked and then you have to do your daily calibrations and maybe they're
asking how | ong can you be down for daily calibrations when you have to
send off a feed sanple.
the

MR. HOLLOWAY: | understand the question, sure of

maybe sonebody el se does.

not
answer,

MR : The question is do you, can you continue
bur ni ng hazardous waste while you're calibrating your nonitor on a
daily basis, under the daily calibration requirenment. Can you continue
burni ng hazardous waste while you're calibrating. That's the question.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: |
this. I don't think

know that we have had sone discussions

about that there's anything specific in the

regul ations. Basically the answer is that you can continue operating
during the daily calibration if it's short. |If it gets into ... | nean
we' ve heard people talking about an hour or whatever and that's not
acceptable. It has to be, you know, on the order of mnutes. | think we
may have had some discussions that got a little bit nore specific.

MR MERCER: If it's more than several mnutes, then you

probably ought to check with the state and the Region t o see if they think
it's appropriate.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: | mean is that reasonable. I'n your daily

practice, do you find that your calibration is much longer than a few
m nutes? How | ong?

MR HOLLOMY: That's a good point. The answer was that it can
typically take 20 to 30 mnutes to calibrate. Wat kind of monitors, CO
or all of then? That's a good point.

MR MERCER: W Ill extrapolation of ash operating limts be

allowed in certain circunstances (i.e., non-detection |evels)?

MR.  HOLLOWAY: I guess the question might be if during the
conpliance test they had non-detect |evels of ash and conplied with the
PMIlimt, can they then, if they do have the detectible | evel of ash can
they extrapolate it and say by if extrapol ated, then document by |
guess straight line extrapolation that they should not be in conpliance
with the PMlint. I think our policy on extrapolation of feed rat e
limts beyond which you denonstrated during a conpliance test is generally
not recomrended. So no.

MR. MERCER:

This question is on calibration gases for CEMs.



If you protocol one gas as have to be used for
quarterly air testing and annual spec testing?

daily calibrations,

MR HOLLOMY: I"'mnot sure | understand the question. There's
certainly something we can't answer here.

MR MERCER: Do you need to protocol one gas?

MR, HOLLOWAY: | don't know.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: How nany nore questions do you have, Mark?

MR MERCER: Fi ve.

MB. SASSEVI LLE: OK. Wiy don't we ... can we go ahead and | et

Dwi ght finish his discussion and then if we have tine before lunch we'll
cone back to these questions.

MR MERCER: Rermenber the questions that came up on the subject

of automatic waste feed cutoffs? Dwight will be covering that in hi s
di scussion and | give you Dwi ght H ustick.

Aut omatic Waste Feed Cut-Of

MR HLUSTI CK I think it's unfair to already have six questions
before | can get to give the presentation. Minly what |'mgoing to cover
today is the automatic waste feed cut off issue and other issues
associated wth it. O course, the permt standards are in
266. 102(E)(7)(ii) and, those standards which are parallelled in the
interim status standards. We'll get into that in a second. The

conbustion tenperature rmust be naintained while waste i s in the conbustion
unit. Exhaust gas must be ducted to the air pollution control device as
long as there's hazardous waste in the conbustion chanber and specifi ¢

paraneters nust be nonitored as long as there's waste in the system And
in the case of BIFs, that would be specified in the permt what thos e
parameters are. These are the nonitoring requirements under

266.102(e)(8). That's where they're specified in that rule.

The main thing is the testing of the waste feed cut-off system.
It must be done every seven days but there is a waiver. You'd have t o
justify it in the event of an inspection except in the case of a pernit.
It would be specifically stated in the permt whether you have a thirty-
day interval (instead of seven days). That's not the case during interim
status. Interim status of course is addressed in 266.103. The first
items here are in (b)(3) which addresses the certification of preconpl-
iance, but all of you should have past that by now.

Then 266.103(c)(1) addresses certification of conpliance.
266.103(g) (8) addresses automatic waste feed cut off and the first item
is a mninmmconbustion tenperature. As specified, you nust maintain the
m ni mum conbust i on tenperature as specified in the COC (Certification of
Conpl i ance) whil e hazardous waste r enmins in the conbustion chanber after
a waste feed cut off. Some of the operating parameters specified include
the feed rates of the waste and the specified waste constituents, the flue
gas QO and HC concentrations, maxi mum production rate, naxi mum conbustion
chanber tenperature, as well as the mnimum conbustion chanber
tenperature. Maxinmum flue gas tenperature to the air pollution control
devi ce and specific operating paraneters specified for the air pollution
control device nust al so be maintained.
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An inportant item here is that the mninmum conbustion chanber
tenperature nust be mmintained as long as there's hazardous waste in the
conmbustion chanber after a cut off, and that's true for all those other
paraneters that | nentioned. That is you have to neet the requirenents,
the operating requirenents. For liquid injection in boilers we woul d
expect that there would only be a few seconds that the hazardous wast e
could actually be in the conbustion chanber after the waste feed cut off.
So, that would not be a problem unless you plan to restart burning
hazardous waste within the next hour. This is because you have to neasure
and maintain the hourly rolling average. For other devices we expect this
to be much longer. Especially in the case of cenment kiln where it could
run into hours. The hazardous waste residence time should be specified
in the COC. The met hod of determ nation should al so be specified and this
is especially true for devices that burn solids or have sone type of |ong
hold tine in the system

It also requires that you nonitor conbustion chanber tenperature,
not only just for routine cut offs but anytinme you have an automatic waste
feed cut-off. Especially true if you're going to restart within the next
hour. In other words, you're not cutting-off the waste feed for a |ong
period of time but you're planning to restart once you cone back int o
conpliance with whatever parameter you're controlling or required t o
control. There may or may not be a violation if there's an autonati c
waste feed cut off. That depends on whether you violate your operating
requirenents or not. The nonitoring applies to all operating paraneters
as specified in 266.103(g)(1) and (2). These monitoring requirenents wll
|l apse if hazardous waste burning is ceased for an extended period.
Therefore, greater than one hour. In other words, if you' re not going to
restart, you shouldn't have a problemif you stop nonitoring.

Al'l paranmeters nmust be nmonitored and be within required limts
bef ore hazardous waste can restart and that's specified in 266.103(c)(1).
There was a question about waste down stream of the cut off valve. Wen
you cut off and then there's still waste that can trickle into the system
by just, you know, gravity or whatever. We felt this could be m ninzed
by heating the line and/or recirculating the waste back to the feed tanks.
Variance fromoperating conditions during automatic feed cut offs are not
allowed by existing interimstatus regulations and we discussed this quite
a bit with the Regions and that's t he way they would like to keep it. If
the device exceeds its operating paranmeters while wastes are dribbling or
|l eaking into the conbustion chanber, this is generally considered a
violation. The operating condition of course is defined by the COC.

Here we get into the testing of the automatic waste feed cut off
systemand that's set forth in 266. 103(j)(3). Requirenents are generally
the same as for a permtted facility. During interimstatus, EPA wil |
all ow the use of nechanical and electronic testing and you're allowed in
sone pernmits to denonstrate all the interlocks electronically save one.
K. Now one has to be done nechanically and you have t o actually activate
the shut off value and that's basically parallel with what's in the pernit
requirenents and it stated pretty nuch that way in thos e regulations. The
hitch is that each time you do a mechanical test, it has to be done on a
different parameter. In other words, you can't do the same paraneter each
week or nonth, depending on what the situation in your facility. So you
have to shift around from one paranmeter to another. This denpnstration
is not required if there was an automatic waste feed cut off since the
previ ous denonstration. And it's inportant to show the valve closed
conpletely.
is of concern both in

Here we're getting into an area which



boilers and in any other type of device and that is when the facility
stops burni ng hazardous waste over extended periods. Again | restate that
we have to neet the hazardous waste nonitoring requirenments, as |long as
there is hazard waste in the conbusti on chanber. The question here cones
with respect to residues. That is how residues should be handled
especially if you're going to cease burning over a | ong extended period
of time. Residues are still considered hazardous waste until the device
has conpleted a burn out period of at |east twenty-four hours. Now this
is not inthe regulations, but this is guideline generally followed by the
Regi ons, and assunes that there's no hazardous waste burned during the
burn out period and the residuals have a reasonably short residence tinme.
That is routine residuals that you remobve fromthe air pollution control
devices ... the ash or the dust residuals with | onger residence tines
require longer burn out periods and therefore, the burn out period nust
be longer than the residence tinme of any residual. Burn out period only
applies to residuals routinely discharged. This excludes residual s
adhering to the inside of the device and the air pollut ion control system
Resi dues such as those which are renpved during naintenance such as
scrapings are still considered hazardous waste. This is just to tell you
it's not detailed in the rules other than ... | nean the only thing you
could go by is rules for clean closure which we weren't going to require

that for a short term... when | say relatively short term conpared t o
closure. This policy is generally being followed by the Regions right
now.

This last item with regards to automatic waste feed cut-of f

testing we added was a specific itemin another presentation. | think we
al ready answered that. But you have to do the test. Now there is a seven
day requirenment in the regulations that allow us to go into a thirty day,
if it creates an undue burden for t he facility. |If you do go to a thirty
day status under interimstatus, you had better docunent that very well
so that it doesn't create a problemas far as an inspector is concerned.
So you have to have a good reason for it. That conpletes what | have to
say. | already have a half a dozen questions although |I think I've
answered nost of themalong the way. W'Ill see if | have.

Wien the BIF is not burni ng hazardous waste, can one turn off CEM
and autonatic cut-off devices? | think we covered that . As long as there
is no hazardous waste in the conbustion chanber. What about when one BIF
unit is only burning non-hazardous waste and another one is burning
hazardous waste. Well, obviously, the one is not burning hazardous waste
woul dn't have to do the nonitoring if it didn't have any hazardous waste
in the conbustion chanber. It's obvious the other one does, they would
have to nonitor.

Does a liquid need to be cut off when you have redundant CEM and
one is calibrating and the other shows a calibration out of range? That's
a good question.

MR HOLLOWAY: Coul d you repeat that?

MR HLUSTI CK Does the liquid need to be cut off when you have
redundant CEM and one is calibrating and the other shows a calibration out
of range? | think that sort of holds to what you said before. It depends
on the time frame we're talking about and | think Bob answered that before
as best as we can.

The next one is,
if aBIFlimt is exceeded?

how qui ckly does the feed valve need to be cl osed
I'd say as quickly as possible.
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MS. SASSEVI LLE: It's not a staged thing. As soon as the
paraneter reaches the limt, it has to activate and that's why the
automatic waste feed is cut off. |It's inportant. |It's not a manual cut

off, it's you know, you should have a signal that's sent to the cut
off trigger to cut off the waste as soon as the equipnent detect s
exceedances. That's the whol e idea.

MR, HOLLOWAY: It's automatic and inmedi ate. Fast.

MR HLUSTI CK Wiat is expected fromthe seven day waste stream

cut off test and the thirty day cut off test? Can a thirty day cut off

test be done on a nmonthly basis? The rule says thirty days.

MB. Sassevi l | e: Wll, let's stick with the thirty days. | nean
if it's set thirty days ....

MR HLUSTI CK That's ... but what is expected froma seven day

stream cut off as conpared to the thirty day? | think they're bot h
expected to be the same. Just one's an alternative to the other.

MR. HLUSTI CK: What does instantaneously nean in terms of cut
off of hazardous waste flow? Some systens cannot shut off instantaneously
without creating safety problens for operations of BIF. WlIl, that can
be a problem and | would say, you know, that you should try and set up
your cut off so you minimze the potential of having a violation of your
operating requirenents.

MR. HOLLOWAY: And nore inportantly, if you believe that you
cannot cut your waste feed off quickly, then you should have already
talked to the state or the Region to apprise them of your situation and
gotten approval to do something dif ferent. |It's kind of late three years
after the rule has been promulgated to be asking this question. Th e
regul ation requires the wastes be automatically cut-off, and the Agency
has al ways intended this to be done as soon as detection of exceedance is

made. Qherwise, this whole waste feed cut-off effort has little neaning.
MR. HLUSTI CK: You now say burn out requires at least twenty -
four hours. |Is that new information? Yes. As far as EPA Headquarters

is concerned; not as far as the Regions are concerned. The Regions have
been doing this for sonetine. If a device like a CO nonitor or
feed rate nonitor fails, hazardous waste feed stops. Does this nean that
the boiler nust be shut dowmn? If so, how can you finish burn out?

MR HOLLOMY: If you'r e exceeding an operating paraneter, then
only the hazardous waste nmust be imediately cut off. The boiler can't
conti nue burning hazardous wastes. G herwise, it may be a violation of
266.103(c) (1) and 266.103(j). In fact, | guess we'd prefer it to continue
to operate under auxiliary fuel. Dw ght, we have a question. Dennis?

MR.  HOLLOWAY: I think he's trying to address the Catch 22
situation where the automatic waste feed cut off was triggered because a
monitor went down. A nonitor that has to operate whenever hazardous waste
is in the conbustion chanber. But there is still hazardous waste in the
chanber, so is he able to continue to burn that stuff i n the chanber using
auxiliary fuel, even though his CMis down or does he have to shut down
the whol e boiler?

MR HLUSTI CK: Technically, right now, if you continue to burn
without a QO neter, you're basically going to be in violation as long as
you have hazardous waste in the conbustion device.



MR. HOLLOWAY: I think your response mght be that you shoul d
continue to operate without feeding hazardous waste but keep burning
auxiliary fuel but you're going to be out of conpliance with the
regul ation.

MR. HLUSTI CK: K. Must the cut-off be instantaneous or can
waste fuel be rammed out over a def inite period of tinme to prevent boiler
upset or shut down? Well, it could be as long as you don't violate your
operating requi rements. But, you know, in other words you coul d have an
earlier cut off before you get tothe limts. That would be the only way
you could do it.

MR HOLLOWMAY: If you' re speaking of voluntary waste feed shut
down, then obviously you can either do that inmediately or as slow as you

want .

MR HLUSTI CK The second itemis a good one. State inspectors
use the terns lag tinme and length of cut off. Please define and discuss
the significance. | think you should ask them what they nean by that .
(laughter) Then we have a nice fun one here. What loc ation is preferable
to measure the conbustion chanber tenperature ? |1'd say as close to the
conbustion chanber as you can.

MR HOLLOWAY: Sounds site-specific to me.

MR HLUSTI CK: Yeah. But | mean we realize there's linmtations
on tenperature. During an automatic waste feed cut off test, how do you
show that the valve has closed conpletely? This assunes that the

automatic waste feed cut off valve is tested only when there is no
hazardous waste flow | think that's pretty much site specific and you're
going to have to address that in the COC on how you're doing that.

MR HOLLOWMAY: And since they've already submtted their CCCs,
| guess if you didn't address this issue then you probably ought to submit
a supplenent to your COC explaining this issue and others that you m ght
hear today.

What

MR HLUSTI CK: Then we have the $64, 000 questi on. is an

undue burden for the seven to thirty day extension?

MR HOLLOWAY: Site specific.

MR HLUSTI CK: Bob says site specific. (laughter)

(commrent s/ | aught er)

Resi dues whi ch are renoved during mai ntenance are hazardous waste.
Do you nmean if the BIF was burning listed waste, characteristic wast e
woul d not |eave a hazardous derived fromwaste? Wll, if that's the case,
if you're that lucky to have that situation. Fine.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Provi ded that they sanpled and the anal yse s
show that the residues no | onger have the characteristic.

MR HLUSTI CK Right. Mist the valve be physically closed even
if waste stream ... | can't read is inmpossible. Is that what it
means? You know who wote this one? | can't really quite make it out.
Excuse nme?
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(comrent s i naudi bl e)

MR : Must val ve be physically closed even if the
waste streamis bypassed? Regulators have stated that the val ve nust be
closed and show that no waste is |eaking through valve yet guidance
suggests using bypass so unit won't shut down. How do you show val ve was
cl osed conpl etel y?

MR HLUSTI CK: That's a good one.
MR HOLLOWAY: I don't understand the question.
MR HLUSTI CK Wll, | think he is bypassing it around the val ve

and therefore you can't show the valve is closed conpletely, is that what

you' re sayi ng?

MR : In one of the guidance docunents there's a
statement that in case of (inaudible) you can put a bypass around the
val ve so that you can continue your waste stream feed w thout shutting
down the boiler (inaudible) without shutting down your unit conpletely.

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
about ?

Do we know what docunent is that we're talking

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Is this a BIF inplenentation docunent?

MR Right. It's a guide (inaudible)
MS. SASSEVI LLE: Are you saying that the way that is
recomended in there you really wouldn't be able to show that the val ve

is closed?

MB. CHOW As Dwight said earlier, you can sinulate for all but
one. You should at |east test one every seven days and you shoul d test
a different paraneter every tinme. Wen you're testing, you can’'t have a
bypass if your’'re trying to determne whether it's leaking or not .
G herwise, it just doesn't nake sense at all.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Yeah. otherwise it just wouldn't work. And
considering that it is only one paraneter every tinme, they just have to
shut off the waste feed to do it.

MR HLUSTI CK: OK. Let's try this one here. Were and how do
we neasure conbustion tenperature in a boiler? Do we want to see the
outlet gas tenperature or the flame tenmperature? | think what you'r e
looking at is a situation where you should be able to correlate the outlet
tenperature with the flane tenperature and ...

MS. SASSEVI LLE: | thought that usually ... was that for the
conbustion chanber tenperature? Because usually, we always talk about in
gui dance that you shoul d avoid neasuring the flane tenperature generally
for things like DRE. Wiat we want is the gas tenperature. Wat we'r e
tal king about in the BIF rule though is for nmetals and ideally what it
would be is the bed tenperature because that's what relates to the
volatilization of netals. So, that's what you want to shoot for. W know
there are problenms with it, but it's not the flame tenperature or the gas
tenperature that you're shooting for. It's nore the bed tenperatur e
because we're concerned with metals and we're tal ki ng about the naxi mum
tenperature.



MR HOLLOWAY:
it would be the gas tenperature,

And with respect to the mni mumtenperature, of
cour se, still not the flame tenperature.
MR HLUSTI CK: Yeah. It's a little difficult to neasure the
flame tenperature. | have heard repeatedly from the Regions in the
context of Part B, questions on how this wll likely work in the
devel opnent of permt conditions. Wat mechanismis there to work it out
with the Regions during the interimstatus? Do you just discuss it and
docunent it with the Regions, send the Regions a letter, reach a fornal
agreement signed by both EPA and operator, or what? Regions are often too
busy to give witten documentation and interpretations with respect t o
these issues. | think you' ve covered all the possibili ties and you should
try and get the best you can. Oobviously, witten is the best.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: And the key thing is if nothing else, to
have docurmentation at the facility so that when EPA people come on site

at |l east you have a rationale for everything that you did.

MR HLUSTI CK This one is a misunderstandi ng but OK we'll read
it off. If arequired nonitor fails, you stated that y ou nust not operate
the unit. Later you state that all controls nust be in place for twenty-

four hours after the hazard waste feed stops. The nonitor fails and you
stop hazardous waste feed imediately. Are you allowed sone period o f
time to shut down the boiler in order to do it w thout equi pment danage
or is there a non-conpliance situation? The twenty-four hour tine as |
stated before has to do with the residual. It does not have to do with
the nonitor. The nonitoring is strictly a function ... of the residence
time of the hazardous waste in the conmbustion device. Here is another
question. Many cases, when CO |l evels are rising above the standard, the
total instantaneous closure of the automatic waste feed cut off will cause
a much nore catastrophic upset than a control cascading closure, e.g.,15%
every ten seconds. This has been discussed with some Regions but wil |
headquarters prefer specific guidance or give specific guidance ... |
don't know what that neant.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: It sounds like this is the question again
whet her people can ranp down as opposed to having an i nmedi ate cut off.
I mean, | guess we already answered that.

MR. HOLLOWAY: And if you're concerned about the interruption
to a facility of abruptly cutting off autonmatic waste feed then you can
certainly establish a trigger level that's nuch | ower than the automatic
waste feed cut off than your operating limts. So that once you reach
that trigger level, then you can ranp down in a way that you think i s
appropriate for your system

MS. SASSEVI LLE: And a lot of these things are questions that
were brought up during the process of developing the BIF rule and we've
had a lot of discussions with people on this and discussed it in the
preanbl e so these are things that were considered at the time the rule was
bei ng devel oped.

MS. CHOW
cut off trigger
not set their operating limt

Actual ly one point | want to make about setting your
at the operating limt. | recommend that facilities do
the same as the permt limt. Oherw se,
every time when you have a cut off, you would probably exceeded your
limt. So, then every cut off now could becone a violation. So |
recommend that you actually set your cut off trigger conservatively at a
level that will cut off the feed before you violate the operating linits
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MS. SASSEVI LLE: | guess another comment that's wort h naki ng
is when we do inspections, | think, Ken Ggliello earlier referred to the
EPA/ OSHA task force fromseveral years ago and one of t he things that they
found out when they inspected all of the commercial incinerators and all
of the interimstatus incinerators was that there were really high nunbers
of automatic waste feed cut offs. | don't know what the situation is for
Bl Fs, but something to keep in mind if you do have concerns w th, ranmm ng
down and all these issues is that nost inportant thing is to just to try
to prevent the cut offs in the first place. And it actually may be nore
practical for a BIF than it would be for an incinerator since you do have
other streanms going in that tend to even things out. But it's really
inportant to make sure that you're blending things well before they go in.
That you're not having spikes in the BTU content of materials going i n
because all of those things detract fromsteady state operation and that's
when you get cut offs and that's when you have conbustion problens. So
it really pays to think about these things ahead of time and kind of adopt

a preventive node as opposed to worrying about the cut offs after the
fact.
MR HLUSTI CK: Here's one for you, Sonya.
(comrent i naudi bl e)
MB. SASSEVI LLE: That's right. Another good point is that there

is an allowance for variability directly incorporated into the way we set
limts because they are on a rolling average basis. So that does tend to
danp out things and that was the purpose of setting it up that way.

MR HLUSTI CK: Here's an item for you, Sonya, though. 1Is the
agency planning to limt the nunber of waste feed cut offs and why?

MB. SASSEVI LLE: K That isinthe BIF rule itself and it says
that the waste we cut off is ... well, that you have to be in conpliance
at all times that there's waste in the unit. So if the waste feed cuts
off, and then there's no exceedence while waste remains in the unit, which
may happen sonetines, then that's not necessarily a problem The mai n
problemis if there's a cut off but whatever paraneters that reached its
limt is still exceeding while there's waste in the unit, then that i s
considered a violation and that's i n the BIF rule. W talked also in the
BIF rule and in its preanble about the rolling average limts and things
l'i ke continuous nonitoring after the cut off occurs. Those are all neant
to be disincentives to having a ot waste feed cut offs. There is another
provision in there that says that the Regional Administrator or Stat e
director can set a maxi num nurmber of cut offs. That's not necessarily our
preferred approach. W prefer for things to be prevented in the first
place and that's why we have all the other requirenents. However, as a

last resort, the mninum nunber is there, and that can be done.
MR HLUSTI CK: Next one is, is CO greater than a 100 parts per
mllion hourly rolling average a violation by itself even when the

automatic waste feed cut off has worked? As long as it goes beyond 100

parts per mllion and there is hazardous waste in the unit, this is a
violation, so that's all | can say on that respect.
MS. SASSEVI LLE: | f they're not complying wth the

al ternative.
MR HLUSTI CK: We're tal king about a standard CO requirenent.

(question inaudible)



MS. SASSEVI LLE:
waste in the unit,
aver age

It says if you exceed 100 while there' s
then that's a violation. If your hourly rolling
(comrent i naudi bl e) no, say your waste feed cut of f
wor ks, but you have a certain residence time of your waste, and if during
that residence tine, the CO is above a hundred then that would be a
viol ation.

(comrent s i naudi bl e)

Of course a two second violation is going to be less
serious than a one hour or two hour violation and then we certainly take
that into account. Depending on the ... it all depends on the duration
of the exceedence and the mmagnitude of the exceedence ... how serious a
violation it is.

(comrent i naudi bl e)

Well, maybe it's not that serious if it's two seconds.

MR, HLUSTICK: K | understand that m ni nrum conbusti on chanber

tenperature be nmonitored after automatic waste feed cut off. But nust it
be physically recorded on a strip chart or data acquisition systenP |
can't say specifically what the rules say, but | would say, yes. It's got

to be. | nean there's no point
to record it.

in measuring it unless you' re not going

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
the point of requiring it?

If you cannot denonstrate it, then what is

MR HLUSTI CK: What exactly is a waste feed cut off for a unit
burning solid waste, i.e, a charge is introduced every five mnutes. The
unit goes out of conpliance, but is back in conpliance before the next
charge is introduced. Has a waste feed cut off occurred? | would say
yes. And | would say it's definitely operating in violation as |ong as
there is ... you know, you're exceeding the operating requirenments when
there's waste in the unit. Normally, it is hard to apply automati c waste
feed cut-off to solid feed since it is not continuous. However, the
facility should have an autonatic waste feed cut-off (not manual cut-off)
for solid waste feed in the event t hat the unit is not back in conpliance
when the next batch is charged. Also, there is a higher chance for the
facility to be in violation because wastes probably are still in the unit
when the paraneter is exceeded since residence tine for solid wastes is
much |l onger than liquid or gas.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: How many nore questions do you have, Dw ght ?

MR HLUSTI CK: | have about half a dozen.

MS. SASSERVI LLE: oK. Maybe we'll just take two nore
questi ons.

MR.  HLUSTI CK: Most of the automatic waste feed cut-of f
paranmeters have an hourly rolling average value as well as an
i nst ant aneous naxi mum value. CO hourly rolling average of 100 ppm i n
i nstantaneous nax value of 3,000 ppm Is it enough that when the
automatic feed cut off is checked electronically that the signal for the

3,000 ppmw Il suffice for both paraneters of hourly rolling average as
well as instantaneously? | would say ... | nean, if you're out of
conpliance with one you're out of conpliance. K It doesn't matter
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whether it's the instantaneous or hourly rolling average.

There is
BIF regulations on CO It' s

MR HOLLOMY: I'ma little confused by the question.
no instantaneous limt in the EPA federal
just an hourly rolling average Iimt of 100. The naxi mum span can go up

.. | guess can exceed ... maxi num span value can't be less than | guess
3 000 parts per million but that's not an instantaneous limt.

(question inaudible)

MR HLUSTI CK
cause ... |

Wll, you can't read it and technically you could
mean you coul d have a violation on the hour Iy rolling average.

MR. HOLLOWAY: The question ... well, | guess the comment wa s
that apparently ... is it the Region? This is not the State, this is the
Regi on? A Regi on has established an instantaneous COlinit of 3,000 and
they say if you exceed that limt t hen what happens then? Then you can't
burn hazardous waste. | guess your waste feed cut off would trigger?

(commrent i naudi bl e)

MR HLUSTI CK:

of f the waste.

If you can't read the values, you've got to cut
Because you can't determine your hourly rolling average.

MR HOLLOWMAY: Well, the approach that we contenpl ated when we
wote the regulation is that when you exceed your nmaxi mum span val ue, then
you're still monitoring CO You're cutting the tip off the spike. The
spike may go all the way up to ... the CO spike nmight go all the way up
to, well, who knows? 5,000 to 6, 000. But if your span only goes t o
3,000, you're still measuring. You're just pegging it at 3,000 so you're
not catching all of the spike but at |east you're neasuring sonething.
That's what we had contenplated. | hadn't heard that any Regions wer e
doi ng sonething different.

(question inaudible)

MR HOLLOMY:
with that because |’

You should really talk to the Regi on how to deal
mnot aware ... wasn't aware of this situation.

MR HLUSTI CK: Here's a good one. 266.109, 266.110 allows for
Bl F units operating under certain conditions be considered as satisfying
a lowrisk waste and DRE wai ver requirenents for units operating in this
manner. Does the weekly automatic waste feed cut-off procedure still have
to test for mni mum conbustion tenperature?

MR HOLLOMY: Is the situation the facility is exenpt from

a DRE requirement? They're exenpt froma DRE requirement so why do they
so is it necessary for themto establish a m ninmumtenperature during
that would apply during the waste feed cut off? And the answer woul d

be yes because they're certainly different combustion c onditions can occur
during after the waste feed cut off, i.e., lousy condit ions can occur than
the waiver of the DRE contenplated. DRE will be waived when we think
there is no toxic organics present or when the operations were such that
we were sure DRE woul d be attained even without a test. So, in the case
of alowrisk waste, as | was saying, now | thought of another issue. In
the case of a low risk waste, | guess the point is that the waste itself
woul d have mnimumlevels of toxic organic constituents but you can still
get PICs produced from... during a waste feed cut off. You can stil |
have PICs produced fromthe inconpl ete conbusti on of non-hazardous "non-
toxic organics". So the bottomline is yes, you still need to nonitor and
establish a mnimumtenperature even though you're conplying with the ...



even though you're eligible for DRE waiver.

MR HLUSTI CK: OK.  The next one is does this twenty-four hour
burn out apply to liquid feed only BIFs where there is no ash generated?
I would say yes, but also, it doesn't matter because the twenty-four burn
out only applies to routinely generated residuals. And if you're not
generating any, it wouldn't matter.

This is a good one.
thei r phone nunbers. (laughter)

Sonebody wants a |ist of speakers and

M. CHOW I can give C ndy Bryck’s nunber.

MR. HLUSTI CK: For tier one or adjusted tier one assumng al |
(metals) in equals all (metals) out (the stack). Therefore, why woul d
conbustion tenperature nake a difference in conpliance? | think we just
answered this one, didn't we?

MR. HOLLOWAY: That's a good question, | think. The question
was ... | believe the question was, you're conplying with tier one or
adjusted tier one for metals, Do you have to nonitor tenperature? You
have to establi sh a tenperature limt and conply with it. You would not
need to establish a naxi mum tenperature, but you still would need t o
establish a nmininumtenperature that applies during the waste feed cut off
because the max deal with nmetals and the min. deals with PICs.

MS. CHOW OK. | guess that's all
lunch break and let's reconvene at 1:45.

the questions. It is tinme

for our ( AFTERNOON SESSI ON)

Ownner/ Operator | nspections

this afternoon wth
Fromthe information

MS. ANDERSON: We're going to start off
sonething that | think is pretty straightforward.

you submtted to us, you asked for a basic overview on what
owner/operators are required to do in ternms of inspections at your
facilities. So, |l've put together a few slides covering these

requirenents. One of the areas that we found the npbst violations inis
the witten inspection schedule requirenent that's in 265.15. Primarily,
the violation is that facilities don't have this type of witten
inspection schedule. In the BIF regulations, you're required to conply
with a lot of general facility standards that all TSDFs are required to
conply with and this is one of the basic ones. So, it's inportant that
you, as a facility owner/operator, have something witten down and
actually take some tine to look at all your equipnent--your safety
equi pnent, any energency equi pment, other equipnment that you think i s
important in preventing or responding to releases of hazardous
constituents. That type of equipnent has to be inspected on a regular
schedul e and you have to identify in that schedule what problens you
expect to see with that equi pment, what type of mal functions could occur,
what you're |ooking for when you inspect it. And, agai n, keep the witten
inspection schedule at the facility and provide it to the inspector when

they cone on site. Now, this applies to not only the BIF unit, but any
units that handl e hazardous waste at your facility. So, if you hav e
containers or tanks or surface inmpoundnments in addition to your BIF unit,

those types of units have specific inspection requirenents under that

particular unit's requirements in 265 during interim status and thos e

types of things have to be put in your witten inspection schedule.
Again, the regulation's intent is to nake sure you're inspecting

for any type of problenms with the equi pment that can lead to threats or
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rel eases of hazardous constituents. General |y, when you're deternining
the frequency of your inspections, vyou're looking at what the
deterioration rate is; you mght use nanufacturer's specifications to come
up wWith how often you think you have to inspect certain punps or certain
valves. And again, certain areas have to be inspected daily, and it' s
required in the regul ations. Any area that's subject to loading or
unl oadi ng where you coul d have spills, you have to inspect those types of
areas on a daily basis. And if you have any kind of spill, you need to
clean it up right away. Again, these are pretty straight forwar d
requirenents.

Now in the BIF regulations, there are a couple of specific
inspection requirenents that you need to be aware of and one of themis
to conduct visual daily inspections of all of your BIF rel ated equi pnent.
The boiler, all of the feed lines going into it, any punp and val ves, all
that type of equipnent has to be inspected on a daily basis; and you have
to keep a record of that. Again, you also have to test your automati c
waste feed cut off system which | think Dwi ght mentioned earlier. The
mnimum requirement in the regulations is to test it once every seven
days, unless you think that there is good reason why you can do it |ess
frequently than that, in which case you docurment in your record why you're
doing it less frequently than every seven days and that way it's there to
present to the inspectors when they cone out to see your facility.

Another inportant area of violations ... again, it may seem
just like paperwork violation and pretty inconsequential, but the
inspection log is the only record that we have to check to nmake sur e
you' re doing these inspections, so it's inportant to us that the record
be conplete. And that it includes a date and tine of your inspection, the
observations that are made and the nanme of the person who actually does
the inspections. And if there are any repairs. Just to summarize, the
main areas that we find deficiencies in are: lack of any kind of
inspection log or if you're not doi ng your daily inspections, you haven't
recorded themin your inspection log. W may go out and see an actual
problemand if it's past the time when you nornally woul d have inspected
it, if that wasn't in your inspecti on log, that's another indication that
maybe you're not doing inspections on the required schedule. O if you
haven't taken corrective action, and there's a puddle on the ground and
it hasn't been cleaned up, that may be another indication that you're not
conmpl ying with these inspection requirenents. So, again, if you have
questions, please pass them up and we'll take a look at some of your
specific areas of concern.

Are inspections required on days when hazardous waste is not
bur ned? A. For BIF-specific inspection requirenments in 40 CFR 266. 103
(j), the BIF and associ ated equi pnent nust be visually inspected when they
contain hazardous waste. For the general inspection requirements in 40

CFR 265.15, the owner/operator is responsible for witing into the
i nspection plan how often certain equi pmrent needs to be inspected. The
pl an should indicate any changes in the inspection schedule, including

when hazardous waste is not being burned.

Q And how far upstream of the conbustion unit do you inspect?
That is fromthe point of generation? A. Again, since the regulations
are specific to the kind of units, you would have, for instance, a tank
feeding into the boiler. |f carryi ng hazardous waste, the pipes fromthe
tank, the tank itself, the boiler all of that is going to be part of
your required inspection. The requirenents under the tank regulations
i ncl ude inspections of the tank, and ancillary equipnent. You should have
an inspection schedule for that wunit. Technically , the waste i s
generated when it enters the pipe to be fed to either a tank storage unit



or to be directly fed to the BIF.

. For records that are mmintained by conputer, how quickl y
must the records be retrieved during an inspection? Ex anple, records feed
rate. |If you're keeping your inspection logs on a conputerized disc the
inspection log and the witten inspection schedul e needs to be avail able
to the inspector when they go on site so you should be able to retrieve
that information fairly quickly. 1It's up to the inspector. They may
allowyou to send it into themif they don't want to see it on the spot,

but it is required that they have access to it when they go to an
inspection. | don't think there's any tine frane.
MR G GLI ELLG I'd be curious, whoever asked this question.

if so, what is the
an inspector can, within his

Is there a problemretrieving conputer records and
probl em that you see because as Kate said,
or her own discretion basically say, OK you don't have the records here,
send themto ne within X nunber of days. OK? But if they feel that they
need that information in order to do their job that day, basically you are
required to produce that record. So, is there anything peculiar about
conmputer records that are difficult to access. | would think conputer
records woul d be easier to access. To be perfectly honest. |s there sonme
uni que thing about conputer records that |'mnot aware of that nakes it
more difficult to access these things. O are they in a main franme 4,000
mles anay that you've got to call up on Saturday after noon? | mean, what
is the problen? | guess that's the question |'m asking.

(comrent from audi ence inaudi bl e)
You're saying it's a data reduction problen?
(comrent from audi ence inaudi bl e)

Can peopl e hear what she said? Could you just repeat it.
MS. ANDERSON:

data and the inspector

them after the inspection.

the probl em

She said in their Region they had archives and
all owed them about a week to provide the data to
So, it sounds like a reasonabl e approach to

MR. 4 GLI ELLO
know sone of you probably

One of the practical things you can do. |
think some of the inspectors are wld-eyed and
crazy people, but in nost cases when the inspector walks in, what they do
is have an opening inspection. | always did, and | explained, this is a
series of things | want to go through to get fromyou. And one of the
things would be records. |If at that point, you know that the inspector
is going to ask for certain records, you may say, look, it's going to take
us sone tine to get these records, can we nmail themto you. |Instead of
waiting for that nmonment when he asks for the records, like five hour s
later. Tell himupfront that you have a practical problemwth getting
this data because it's a 150 ng disc. So that's a real practical thing
you nmight want to present with the inspector when they first walk in the
door . If he doesn't say what records he's looking for, take the
initiative and say, | ook, what are you going to need fromus, so | can go
to my main franme or go to ny conputer people and get the data for you.
Instead of just waiting for himto ask the question. | know sone of you
aren't thrilled with the idea of providing a lot of data, but it coul d
help in the long run.

MS.  ANDERSON:
coll ection requests

K. One last question here. |In the information
(I CR) dated 10/21/94 on page 134, first bullet, it
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states that daily inspections are perforned each working day, 260 times
a year. Does that nean only Mnday through Friday? A Again, | think
that certain daily inspections are required whenever there's hazardou s

waste in the unit and it could be on a seven day a week schedule for some
facilities. I would think it's every day that the facility's i n
operation. Again, one thing you have to renenber about the ICRis that
it's an estimate that takes into account the variability fromfacility to
facility. So you can't really use an ICR estimate as your definit e
bl ueprint for the minimm requirenents. Those are estinmated time
requirenents for a facility to comply with the regulati ons, but it may not
be the maxi mum or the mnimum Any other question? OK Geat.

Next, we're going to have a discussion on the air emssion
requirenents, and G nger CGotliffe, who's an environnental engineer in the
Trai ning and CQuidance Section of the RCRA Enforcenent Division is going
to lead that discussion.

Subpart BB | nspections

MS. GOTLI FFE: As owners and operators of BlIFs, you are nost
likely also affected by this new rule (264/5 Subpart BB) that addresses
equi prent | eaks. These requirenents are nearly identical for both interim
and pernitted facilities, the only difference is for reporting
requirenents. There was a comment about reporting requirenents earlier

this norning. This is one of the rules that does require a pernitted
facility that has these requirenents incorporated into their permt t o
provi de sem -annual reporting of any exceedances. This rule was

promul gat ed because of Section 3004(n) that was added in the HSWA anend-

ments. This requirenent told EPA t hat we nust address air enissions from
TSD facilities. The Agency has done this through a two phased approach.

The equi prrent | eak regulation is part of Phase 1. The other part of Phase
1 addresses | eaks from process vents. There are only six very specific
types of process vents that are affected. Phase 2 will address, tanks,

containers and surface inpoundnents. Most likely you will be affected by
that phase with the tanks. That is expected to be pronulgated later this
year. The equiprment leak rule affects equi pment handling organic wastes.

Facilities can have hundreds of these pieces of equipment on site.
Basically, the rule requires you to nmonitor, inspect and to repair the
leaks in a timely fashion. Conpliance is denonstrated through your record
keepi ng requirenents. We will discuss applicability, waste stream
determination, our various options for controls, your record keeping
requirenents and reporting. And after the summary, we'll go over the
differences between the rule for pernmitted facilities versus interi m
status and how pernitted facilities that have interim status BlIFs can
identify which pieces of equipnment nust conply with this rule. The rule
was pronulgated in June of 1990 in Federal Register (June 21,1990) page
25454, Equiprent that is in vacuumservice is exenpt f romthis regulation
and there are other types of exenpt units. Production units, waste water

treatnent, subtitle D nmunicipal uni ts, donestic sewage systens and cl osed
| oop reclanation. However, other types of recycling that you m ght have
on your facility are affected by this rule. These are the seven types of

equi pnent that are covered by the rule. Sonme of these categories have
different designations which will alter your nonitoring frequency and the
val ues that you are | ooking for to deternine whether your have a |eaking
pi ece of equipnent. For exanple, for punps there are three different
categori es: general, no detectable enissions and also a punp that i s
outfitted with a dual mechanical seal and a sensor system Valves al so
have different categories including unsafe to nonitor and difficult t o



nmoni t or . If a valve is located six feet overhead and could put the
inspector into jeopardy, then the facility may go to a yearly inspection
cycle but a witten schedule must be witten. Also the equipment that is
covered by this rule nust be clearly identified so that when an inspector,
either the facility inspector or a regulatory inspector cones through, can
quickly and easily identify equi pment as being covered under this program

There are several different types of determnations that the
facility nust performon the waste streamin contact with the equi pnent.
These are the organic concentration determ nation and your fluid stat e
determination. As nentioned before, the rule only applies to equi pment
that is in contact with waste over 10%organics. Initially you will need
to determ ne which pieces of equipnment will be contacting organic waste
of that concentration. Al so you need to determne the fluid state because
that will nmake a difference in your nmonitoring and your inspection
frequency.

For the waste determ nation of the organic value, you have two
Ei ther you can use one of five different methods specified in the
rule for the direct neasurement (basically GO MS) or you can rely on
know edge. Know edge of the process can include when you know that no
organics are used in the process or whether the waste streamis identical
to other processes where you' ve already conducted direct neasurenent.

opti ons.

For the fluid state, you need to determne if you are working
with a gas, light liquid, or a heavy liquid. The deternmination here is
quite inportant because it significantly alters your inspection strategy.

Facilities do have options of how they want to handle their
equi pmrent and the inspections. They can work on the basis of wor k
practice. You can nodify the equipnent so that you can get a category of
no detectible enissions or you can have other equi prent nodifications and

additions such as adding control devices. The work practices are based
on a leak detection and repair program Basically, you do your leak
detection nonitoring, using nethod 21. In sone cases it is just a

physical inspection to see if something is dripping or if you can detect
by smell that there's a |eak. And then the facility has to initiat e
repair within five days and conplet e the repair within fifteen. Al so all
the | eaki ng equi prent nust be tagged until that equipment is fixed, unless
it is a valve in which case the tag nust remain on the valve for two
nont hs.

Method 21 is basically the use of a portable organic analyzer to
locate the I eaks. For nost cases, a leak is defined as a | evel equal to
or exceeding 10,000 ppm The reference conpounds are listed in the
Met hod, al so the response factor nust be cal cul ated for each conpound and
must be less than 10. Each facility nmust determ ne, based on the organic

chemi cals in your plant, what type of portable organic analyzer i s
applicable to what you have. Ms could work for all conpounds. Flame
ionization woul d work for all compounds. Photo ionization is better for

aronmati c conpounds.
conpounds.

El ectrolytic conductivity is better for hal ogenated

Repairs nust begin within five cal endar days of determination if
there's a leak. The equi pment nust be tagged and repai r nust be conpl eted
within fifteen days. You nust docurment all this to denobnstrat e
conpliance. You nust identify the date that you determ ned there was a
leak. Wien repair starts, what the repair operations were, who conducted
it, and when it was conpl et ed.
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Anot her
equi pnent that

option that you have for
is no detectable em ssions.

your equipnment is to operat e
These are certain types of

punps or valves that will not allow any emissions to | eave the unit. You
again would use Method 21. However, that is only an annual nonitoring
event and you are only monitoring for 500 ppm above bac kground. That test
must be done initially and again annually.

The third option that you have is to add different types of
controls to your other equiprent. For exanple, you can add dual seals and

sensors for certain types of punps and conpressors. You can add caps,
close loop sanpling or you can hook up your systemto a control device
that is specified under the AA requirements for process vents. Again, you
have the visual inspection for detectable em ssions and you have the sane
repair scenario.

So, in sumary, for the different types of equi pment, you can see
that in different cases you will be testing for different values and you
will be testing different frequenci es. |f using the work practice method
the facility would conduct nonthly nonitoring for a |l eak of 10,000 ppm
If operating under no detectable emi ssions, the facility would perform an
annual test for 500 above background. For equi pnent specifications for
say a punp using dual seals and sensors, then you would base a |eak on the

failure of your sensor. Al so, renenber the difference between the
different fluid states; for heavy liquids what you're relying on i s
physical inspection. This should be done during the weekly wal k-through

inspections. |If evidence of a leak is found then within five days the
facility has to go back with your organic probe (Method 21) to determ ne
if there is a leak. For valves you can earn a reduced nonitoring schedul e
for a well maintained facility that has few leaks. If you conplete two
successive months of determining that there are no |l eaks in your valves,
then you can go to a quarterly nonitoring schedule. There also is another
option for 2% eaking which allows no nore than 2% of your valves to |eak
at any tinme, and then you can nove to a quarterly schedul e.

This slide shows the different choices that you have for
relief devices and flanges. For pressure relief devices,

pressure
what you have

to do after release, you have five days to do a Method 21 testing and
repair within five days, that's a slightly different case than all the
ot hers. And again, for the other three types, | think that's pretty
strai ght forward.

Record keepi ng. Again, when an inspector is checking on the

facility's conpliance they're going to be |ooking at your records to find
out how often you' ve found | eaks and how qui ckly you have repaired them
This is to insure that all the equipnent is operating in a safe manner.
Detecting general category leaks is not a violation, but not repairing it
inatimely fashion is. However, exceeding the no detectable em ssions

limt is a violation.
General records required. You nust have a list in your operating
record of the I D nunbers, |ocations, designation, per-centage of organics

that that equipment is handling as well as the method of conpliance or the
designation. And those are all specified in 264 and 265, section 1064.
| apol ogi ze that all of these slides only say 264. It is section 265 as
well. If you're adding a closed vent system and control devices, your
operating records nust be kept based on 1064(e). For e quipnent that's not
subject to the nonthly | eak detection, in other words, for the equi pnent
that is subject to the annual NDE requirenents, you nmust |ist those pieces
of equiprent. You nmust list pressure relief devices. The NDE results,
and also list the vacuum service equi pnent which was exenpt fromthes e



requirenments. There's also a requirenent under 1064(h) for the valves
that are considered difficult to nonitor and unsafe to nonitor. The
facility nust create an inspection plan for those pieces of equipnment to
al l ow yourself a schedule to inspect those pieces of equipnent at |east
once a year.

Mar ki ng of | eaki ng equi pnent.
be used by the inspector as he or

Tagging is very inportant, and wll
she is wal king through the facility.
Al so, information nmust be kept under 1064(d) to show you conducted your
monitoring, the nonitor that was used, the dates that you did the
inspection, the repairs that were made and any repairs that were del ayed
and the rationale for why that repair was del ayed.

Information must be kept on barrier fluid systens and also
information for determning exenpti ons. |f you're doing test results and
you' ve determned that a piece of equipnent that used to handl e hazardous
waste of a concentration to bring it in under this rule and now no | onger
does, you nust keep records of all test results for that.

Records retention is for
and detectable emi ssions and all
of the facility.

three years for the nonitoring of repair
ot her records nmust be kept for the life

Sem annual reports. These are required only for
facilities. These reports should cover control device exceedances that
were uncorrected for over a day, punps in light liquid, valves and gas or
light liquid service and conpressors not repaired within fifteen days .
You don't need to file this report if there weren't any exceedances.

permtted

In summary, this rule applies to TSDs, handling organic wast e
greater than 10% Fluid type is very inportant as well as designation of
the equi pnent to determ ne how often you have to conduct your inspections.
Record keeping is very inportant to denobnstrate conpliance. There ar e
different applicability standards depending on the type of the facility.
For interimstatus, you nust have been in conpliance by the effective date

of the rule which was Decenber 1990. For permitted facilities that
received their permt before that date, you are shielded until your permt
is opened by the Agency. However, if the facility itself asks for a

nmodi fication to the permt, then BB requirements will be applicable t o
that portion of the facility where the nodification is taking place. For

a facility or unit newy subject to RCRA because of a new listing or a
newly identified waste, BB nust be adhered to six nonths after the
effective date of that listing. For newy constructed facility or unit,

it would be on the opening day and also for a unit newy subject to air
standards, it would also be on the day of start up. | think that there
have been some questions about a permtted facility that is shielded which
now operates a BIF in interimstatus. And how to determ ne whether the
equi pnent that's going froma permtted tank into an interimstatus BIF
shoul d be classified. Basically, the equipnent is exenpt from thos e
requirenents if the pernmit was issued before the effective date and the
conducting systemwas in place and the conducting system has been covered
by the pernmit. So this is going to be a very site specific determ nation.

You'll have to go back and look into your permt and find out if that
equi pnent is covered or not. |If not, then it's an interimstatus.

Q Wth regard to 266.103(h) Fugitive Em ssions. |Is this where
Subpart BB is pertinent to this BIF regs. |f so, why doesn't it stat e
that? Can you | ook that up?

MB. ANDERSON: OK. It sounds like what that question involved
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was the requirement to nmaintain a negative pressure or keep the conbustion
chanber closed so that there are no fugitive enmissions. That is part of
the BIF rule. That's not part of the rule that G nger is talking about,
so she's tal king about separate things that apply to ot her hazardous waste
units at your facility.

MB. CGotliffe: Section 266.103(h) refers to the em ssions from
the BIF itself like seals,etc. Section 266.103(a)(4)(viii) is what pulls
in the equi pment | eaks standards.

Q How do you define clearly identified in reference to punps,
val ves, conpressors. |In other words, are tags absolutely required, or are
detailed inventory |lists adequate?

Ms. Cotliffe: There's two separate requirenments. The equi pnent
must be marked and included in inventory lists and then there's also the
requirenent that it nust be tagged if it's leaking. The tag has to be a
physical tag put on that piece of equipnent. First, in your records, you
must have an inventory list of those pieces of equipnent. You al so have
to have the equi pment marked either physically on the piece of equi pment
or through a boundary design, or a coloring or other system so that as
someone is wal king through the facility, they can clearly identify any
pi ece of equi pment as being under the BB program or not.

Q Are Subpart CC requirements in the upcom ng standards for
tanks, containers and surface inpoundnents duplicative of Clean Air Act
standards and do we need bot h?

Ms. Cotliffe: They should conplenent each other. The
requi renents that you have a, say, a production facility, should have
simlar requirenents to this under the CAA. These requirenents (CC) are
only for pieces of equipnent used in the TSD type of operations. Do you
need both? | believe the answer is yes because they conplenent eac h
ot her.

: Where does Subpart BB begin? |If you are transporting
hazardous waste by truck fromone process to your BIF unit, is the process
unit subject to BB?

Ms. Cotliffe: Production units are not covered, however any
pi ece of equi pment handling waste fromthat unit that contains over 10%
by weight organic concentrations and is located at a TSD nust be i n

conpliance with BB. BB applies only to those seven pieces of equi prment
identified inthe BB rule, so if you're using a truck that's not covered
by BB.

Q Applicability flow chart did not include waste gas,
hazardous waste, what is the regulatory definition for waste gases?
the process of vent gas containing fuel value still called waste gas?

not
I's
| f

not, does the BTU determine gas to be fuel or waste? Wat is the cut off
BTU? Basically, what is the regulatory definition for waste gas?
MB. ANDERSON and see if that answers the question that was

asked. Ve often do get questions about whether process gases being vented
are hazardous waste or not, and the answer is that whatever process the
gas originated fromwoul d have had to be a hazardous waste process for us
to regulate an uncontained gas. Now contained gases are sonething
different and those specifically are regulated if they nmeet the definition
of solid waste but for uncontained gases, if they're comng from some
other process, they're not regulated. |If they're com ng froma hazardous



waste tank or a hazardous waste process, then they are regul at ed.

MB. Gotliffe: The wast e gases fromthe 6 process vents covered
by AA nust be analyzed to see if the facility nust put control devices on
them The BTU value may be a factor in picking a control device.

Hazardous waste fuel tanks that supply hazardous waste fuel
to the BIF units are operated as ni nety day or |ess hazardous waste tanks
under the generator regulations. The BIF units and associ ated equi pnent
are nonitored under Subpart BB and the tank systens are nonitored under
other fugitive enmission nonitoring requirenents. |Is this correct? So
this question is, is the equipnment that's associated with a ninety day or
| ess tank have to conply with BB?

Ms. Cotliffe: Well, a ninety day or less tank is exenpt from
the permtting requirenents so that woul d be outside the universe.

MS. ANDERSON: They have to neet the technical standards,
though. Right?
MB. GOTLI FFE: That is correct, particularly for the equi pnent

that is associated with that tank, you know, that is controlling the fluid
within that tank, not necessarily all the way down the line to the BIF.
You woul d need to have a case-by-case determ nation of which equipnent is
associ ated with the exenpt 90 day tank. However, once t he CC standards are
promul gated, |less than 90 day tanks will likely be subject to CC

Q Can sanpl es be taken through an open ended line that neets
the requirements of Subpart BB or nust a special sanpling connection
systembe installed? The requirements for an open ended line are that it
be capped. And there are separate requirenents for a sanpling connection
system But | don't know that it says that they cannot take the cap off
to take any sanpling.

MB. QOTLI FFE: pen-ended |ines should not be used for sanpling.
The discussion of this is on page 25460 of the June 21, 1990 Federal
Regi ster preanble. Waste should be sanpled at points prior to thei r
exposure to the atnosphere.

What is the boundary limt for subpart BB nonitoring
Basically what we have is a point of generation, flow ng
to a less than ninety day hazardous waste tank ,
The equi prent t hat
is greater than 10%

Q
applicability?
t hr ough sone equi pnent
flowi ng through sone nore equipnent to a BIF unit.
is going fromthe point of generation, as long as it

organi cs does have to cone under BB. If the equipnent is part of the
ni nety day hazardous tank system i n other words, it is the valve that is
controlling what is in that tank, then that would be ex enpt. However, all

equi prent on down the line to the treatment would still
until the treatment reduces the organic |evel.

be covered by BB

MB. GOTLI FFE: If the equipnent is associated with a |less than

90 day exenpt tank, then it is exenpt fromthe BB requirenents. However,
for other equiprment on the piping, location is not inportant. As |long as
it is in contact with waste containing 10% organics, it nmust neet BB.

Questi on: I's scrubbing mediumfroma control device installed
on a less than ninety day accunulation tank for a listed waste also a
listed waste? |If so, why? |It's not derived from TSD of the waste and
it's not a mxture. Scrubbing mediumfroma control device.
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MS. GOTLI FFE: In the preanble, | don't think we discuss
scrubbing nmedia used in control devices as being a |listed waste. See page
25477. It is nmentioned in the preanble to the proposed CC standards (FR
July 22, 1991) see page 33491 and 33508. Spent carbon should be managed
as a solid waste and nust be regenerated to minimze the release of
organics into t he atnosphere by using a control device or else destroyed
by incineration. Since this rule is only in the proposed stage, please be
sure to find the final determ nation on spent carbon fromthe final CC
rule.

Q W Il Subpart BB |leak definition be nodified to reflect the
|l eak definition used by other regulations, such as the HON and A r
Permts. This would elininate the need for calibration records at 500 and
10, 000 ppm

Ms. Gotliffe: There's no nove that | know to nodify those and
I unfortunately don't know exactly how those things are defined in the
other regulations. |'mafraid | can't answer that one.

Q Pl ease el aborate on equi pment designated not to leak and to
gi ve sonme exanpl es.

Ms. Gotliffe: Punps, nmgnetical | y-coupl ed centrifugal punps,
magnetical ly-coupled gear punp, canned neter centrifugal punp, and

hydraulical |l y-backed diaphragm netering punp. Valves: sealed bellows

val ve, di aphragm val ve, and pi nch val ves.

Q Sem nar publication.

Ms. Cotliffe: It was a semnar publication that was done
several years ago when the rule first canme out and we went to all the

Regions that did training for the public as well as for the regulator y
community and it covers both AA and BB. It was entitled,"Organic A r
Em ssions from Waste Managenent Facilities". The document nunber i s
EPA/ 625/ R-92/003. It was witten by ORD and OAQPS i n August 1992.

Recor dkeepi ng

M/ nane is Enmily Chow. | ama chenical engineer, and | work in the
Ofice of Waste Prograns Enforcenment. Up to this point we have talked
about the various aspects of the BIF rule and sonme of the inspections an
owner/operator needs to perform At this tine, let's go over another very

i mportant aspect of the BIF rule, which is what a facility has to do to
docurent its operation and conpliance. Based on the questions that | have
received fromyou, they can fit into four general categories. The first

category contains the types of record required of BIF facilities,
particularly the BIF units. The second category is how frequently shoul d
a facility record the data? The third category is what format should a
facility use to record their data? And the |last category is where should
a facility keep its data and al so, for how long should it keep the data?
Now, today, besides addressing your concerns in these four areas | woul d
also like to take the opportunity to share with you sone of the
difficulties and problens that our inspectors encountered when they
conduct inspections. So, these are the five topics |I'mgoing to cover
today in this session. However, before | do that, let nme just define the
termrecording or recordkeeping for your in the context of the BIF rule.

to nenorialize the actual
such as via strip charts, or

Recording is an act to capture or
operation of a BIF unit either nechanically,



el ectronically, such as via conmputers. A facility may choose to record
the operating paraneter required by the regulation either on an
i nstantaneous basis or on an hourly rolling average basis. And we'l |
explain and tal k about these two terns |ater when we tal k about frequency.

Let's now discuss the first topic, the types of records a facility
has to keep. Obviously, there are different types of records a facility
has to keep and sone of the records ought to be kept for three years while
the others until closure of the facility. Now, at the back of your notes

for this session, you will see that there are a nunber of tables and sone
attachnments. Table 1 summarizes the nmjor types of records a BIF unit
must have. This table, however, does not include all the recording
requirenents for BIF units nor does it include other requirements for the

BIF facility. It only addresses the BIF unit itself. The owner/operator
shoul d go through the regulation wi th a fine tooth conb to deterni ne what
applies in his facility and how | ong he shoul d keep the records.

Let's now go over Table 1 and let ne tell
organi zed and what it contains.

you how this Table i s
There are three pages to this Table and
this Table has three colums. The first colum lists the types of units
such as interim status units, pernmtted facilities, direct-transfer
facilities, small quantity burners, or recovery units to recover netals
or precious netals. The second colum gives you the | ocation where you
can find the requirements in the 40 CFR.  Then the third col um gives you
the bulk of the table, the actual parameters that you need to record. One
thing | want to point out is that the Tables only address the paraneters
that you have to set linits for in the COC. Let nme give you an exanple

of what | nmeant by that. |If you look at the first page of Table 1 and go
to the mddle of the third colum under total feed streans, it lists the
paraneters that you need to keep records for. However, | didn't put down

that you need to record the total feed stream because the regul ation does
not require an owner/operator to set limts for the total feed stream.
However, that doesn't nean that you don't have to record the total feed
stream going into the units. Specifically in 266.103(c)(4)(iv)(d), it
states that a facility has to record the mass feed rates of the
constituents. To derive the mass feed rates, you should know the
concentration of the constituents and the flow rates of the feed streans
going into each feed stream Therefore, you need to record the total feed
going into the conbustion unit. Also, there is a msleading sentence in
this Table on the first page. It's the second dash under the total feed
streams on the 3rd colum. It says, if recording volunetric flow rate of
the total feed, then you also need the conposition. That sentence i s
m sl eadi ng because it doesn't matter what unit you use to record the feed
going into the units, whether it is mass or volume, you will need the
concentration anyway. | put down density also depending on the units.
Let's say you have your feed streamgoing in -- it's neasured in volune
(gal | ons per hour). But if it's a solid, then the sanpling analysi s
(concentration) will be in mlligramper kilogram So you cannot directly
do a calculation to determine what your nmss feed rate is for that
constituent without the density. |In these situations you will need t o
have the density to convert the ratio of mass to volume. So pl ease cross
out that sentence, which actually comes up in the follow ng two categories

al so: the total hazardous waste feed stream and the total of punpabl e
hazardous waste feed streans. So, please cross out this sentence for
those two categories also. Al right. Let's turn to the second part of

Table 1. Again, on opt of colum 3, there are three paraneters. The CO
O, and H,. There should be a bracket next to these three paraneters t o
indicate all three nust be continuously nonitored at the same point. So,
if please add a bracket next to these three, then it would explain that

better. Now again, please take a |ook at page 2. In the first colum,
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we are referring to the snelters, the nelters or refining furnaces that
recovers metals or precious nmetals, and the mmjor requirements associ ated
with them The third page goes over the major requirenents for smal |
quantity burners, direct transfer facilities or facilities that generate
residuals. So, it has basically the sanme format as Table 1. | just want
to again reiterate the fact that Table 1 only lists the major reporting
requirenents. It doesn't have everything for you and the reason is that
| really want you to go through the regulation instead of relying on the
handout that |'m giving you today so that you wll wunderstand the
regul ati ons and see what part of the regulation applies to your facility.

Besi des what is required for the conbustion unit itself, there are
ot her recordkeeping requirenents too. For instance, the general facility
requirenents apply to nost of the facilities. If you have tanks or
containers on site, you will have to conply with the Subpart | and Subpart
J requirenents. Again, Subpart BB may apply to your facility as well
The regulation also requires the facilities to keep a correspondence file
to allow the public to have access or make copies of relevant information.
The information to be included in the correspondence file is listed i n
266.103(b)(6). The regulation is very clear in terns of what is required
in this correspondence file. But for sone reasons, people are confused
over what is required. Quite a nunber of questions cane up regarding
this, so let nme address them here. One question cane up on whether a
facility should have a separate cor respondence file or should they mngle
this file with their other operation logs or other files. M answer to
that is it depends on how confortable you are to have the public going
through your records. Bear in mnd that the public has the right to | ook
at what is in the correspondence file. The nore spread out the files are,
the less control you would have as to what people are looking at. So,
it's up to the facility.

Anot her question came up regarding a third party sending a FO A
request (Freedom O Information Act) to the regul atory agency requesting
information on a particular facility. The question was whether the
facility should keep the FO A response that was sent to the third party
in the correspondence file. And the answer is no. If you look at
266.103(b)(6), it stated that the correspondence file should have all the
correspondence between the facility and the directors of states and | ocal
regul atory agencies. So, infornmati on the regul atory agencies sent out as
a result of FO A needs not be included in the file.

The
i nspections.

file
list

was
of

last question on correspondence
Section 266.103(b)(6) listed out

regarding

a docunents a

facility should keep in the correspondence file. You should keep all of
the COCs and COPs, conpliance test results, any inspection reports, any
notices of violations and conpliance orders. The question was what if an

inspector cane on site and the inspection was not focused on the BIF unit
itself but on equipnment or containers that are associated with the Bl F
units or the BIF operations. For instance, it could be a Subpart BB

i nspection, and the inspector was inspecting the pipes that go into the
boiler and the valves that are associated with the conbustion unit. O,
it could be an inspection which focuses on tanks and contai ners. Shoul d

inspection reports generated fromthese types of inspections be included
in the correspondence file? The answer is yes. | think as long as an
i nspection covers any pi eces of equiprment that are associated with the BIF
units and the BIF operations, you should include that inspection report
and any notices of violation (NOV) in the correspondence file. I f
conpliance order is resulted from the inspection, they too need to be
included in the correspondence files al so.



Now, throughout the BIF regulations, the termof feed rates and
flow rates were used quite often to nmeasure the ampunt of wastes, fuel,
and raw naterials that go into the BIF units. Questions cone up all the

time as to how a facility should measure and nmonitor the feed that goes
into the BIF wunits. Let me try to mmke this clearer here. I n
266.103(b)(2)(ii)(a), where it says that a facility should know the nass
feed rate of the constituents in pounds per hour. Therefore, a facility
is supposed to nonitor the mass feed rates of constituents going into the
units. The regulations don't specify whether a facility should measure
the volune or the nass that goes into the unit. However, | would like to
poi nt out that whatever unit you use, the owner/operator nust ensur e
enough components are available to cal cul ate the pounds per hour of feed.

For exanple, the unit for the feed going in should jive with the unit
of the concentration. |If not, you should also record the density.

I hope to explain the recording requirement further in Table 2.
Let ne explain to you what the tabl e contains. Again in Table 2, | focus
nmostly on paraneters that we set linits for in the COC. The first colum
deals with the type of feed. It could be the total feed going in, the
total hazardous waste feed going in, or the punpabl e hazardous waste feed
going in. The second columm deals with the constituents of concern.
Again, for the total feed you'll see that what | put down is for the
constituents and not the total feed itself. But again, it doesn't nean
that one doesn't have to record the total feed. The third colum deals
with the physical states of the feed. Wether it's a solid, a liquid, or
gas. And the fourth colum deals with the facility's node of nonitoring,
whet her you are nmonitoring the mass going in or the volume going in. The
idea is that the fifth colum would give you what is required to be
recorded for different scenarios. In summary, the owner/operator has
about three or four entries that need to be recorded for the feeds.
Again, one nust also record the total feeds, the total hazardous waste,
and punpabl e hazardous waste going in. In addition, a facility nmust
record the concentration of the constituents. The facility may al so need
the density. And the last thing it will need to record is the nass feed
rates of each constituent. So these are the paraneters required by the
regul ations for recordkeepi ng.

If afacility, for whatever reason, has difficulty nmeeting these
requirenents, it should contact the appropriate EPA Regions and States.
Now, this is in no way neant to undernine the regulation. The regulation
is clear as to what are required. However, in certain situations, it may
make nore sense if one make recording entries in a different way. Not
necessary that an owner/operator is recording |l ess than what is required,
but maybe he/she can record in a different way. Therefore, if you feel
that you have an extreme situation, you should contact the States or the
Regi ons.

Now, let's go over the second category,
should a facility record? W received quite a nunber of questions
regarding the hourly rolling average and instantaneous limts. I n
266.102(e) (6) (i ), 266.103(b)(5) and 266.103(c)(4)(iv) or the 40 CFR the
BIF regul ation defines quite clearly what a facility has to do for the
hourly rolling averages. Let nme quote that for you. The facility nust
continuously sanple the regulated paranmeter without interruption and
eval uates the detector response at |east once each fifteen seconds and
compute and report the average value at l|east every sixty seconds .
Therefore, the owner/operator nust record the one m nute averages. Then,
the regulation went on to explain the hourly rolling average. It is the
arithmetic mean of the sixty nost recent one ninute average val ues record-
ed. So, in addition to the one minute averages, the owner/operator nust

how frequentl y
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al so record the hourly rolling averages. This applies to all of the
paraneters that a facility chooses to use the hourly rolling average for.
And, again, it applies to COand O, as indicated in Appendix 9. Actually,
GO and O, are the paranet ers one nust use the hourly rolling average, and
not the instantaneous limts.

Now in the case of instantaneous linmits, 266.103(b)(5) defines that as a
limts for parameter that may be established and continuously nonitored
and reported on an instantaneous basis and then in parenthesis, such as
the value that occurs at any tine. Let me, at this tine, give you sone
background on the intent of what we neant when we put this down in the
regulation. Basically, the regulation allows the owner /operator two npdes
of monitoring. One can do it instantaneously or based it on the hourly
rolling average. For the instantaneous limts, what the Agency's intent
was that the owner/operator should set linits and at any time or discrete
monent of its operation, the owner/operator should know that he/she is not
exceeding these linits. As for the hourly rolling average, it's a little
more lenient. It allows you to take into consideration the peaks and
val l eys of the operation. It allows you to set an average limt and
allows you to average out the operating values the operation
throughout a period of time to nake sure that the average value withi n
this period of tinme does not exceed the average limt. So, as you can
see, the second node, the hourly rolling average is indeed nore |enient
than the instantaneous linmts. The problemcones in when the regul ation
defines quite clearly what the nonitoring and recordi ng frequency should
be for the hourly rolling average but it is not very clear for the
instantaneous limts. But, as | said, when we examne the intent, it's
very clear. The instantaneous limts were never neant to be anything |ess
than what is required for the hourly rolling average. Upon evaluating
this issue, EPA Headquarters met with the Regions and cane up with a
recommendation that we feel would best neet the intent of the regul ation.
The EPA Headquarters recommends the nonitoring and recording frequency
for instantaneous limts to be every fifteen seconds just like the hourly
rolling average without the averaging. W have told the EPA Regi ons our
recomrendat i ons. And now we're telling you and eventually when the
transcript is done, we're telling the public of what our recommendation
is. | understand that quite a nunber of Regions are currently working out
different frequencies with some of the facilities. W're not asking the
Regi ons to change what they had negotiated. However, we feel it is our
responsibility to I et you know what EPA Headquarters' intent was when we
wote the regul ation and what our recommendation is.

Let ne address one additional question. A question cane up on
whet her one shoul d use or could use instantaneous limt for carcinogenic
metals and lead. The answer is yes. Actually for carcinogenic netals and
| ead you have three options. You can use instantaneous linits; you can
use the hourly rolling average; and you can use the twenty-four hour
rolling average. And the term "may" in the regulations neans the
owner/operator can choose one of the three options.

Now let's go into the third topic of this presentation. Wha t
format should the facilities keep the records? The BIF rule doesn' t
specify a particular recording format as long as all of the required
paranmeter entries are made. Therefore, the facility has the flexibility
of using any software programs, any electronic system or authoring

language to record their data. O, it could use strip charts. For this
reason, our inspectors see data bei ng stored in various formats. This is
all right, as long as it is <clear and it is understandable.
Unfortunately, in quite a nunber of cases, they are not. In these cases,

the data are not recorded in an organi zed format as we'll discuss later.
To make it easier for you and the Agency to see how wel | you're operating,



we cane up wWith five recording principles that we would like to recomend
to you. And, again, these are only recomrendations. But before | go into
that, let nme make one point that | think it's inportant for me to nake.
In this talk, | am giving you a |l ot of recomendati ons. The reason for
these recomrendations is to help you set up good recordi ng systens which
will give you good indication on how well your system is working. |
really do believe that it is good business practice to know how efficient
the unit is running, how steady the operation is, and how well it i s
conplying with the regulations. Al though good records do hel p expedite
our review, it is not the purpose of this talk. |In many instances, even
if the records are not organi zed, the Agency will spend the resources to
figure out the data. So, | hope that you will take these recommendati ons
seriously.

Returning to the five principles.
recormended by the Regions,
dat a.

These five principles wer e
particularly those who reviewed a lot of BIF

Principle No. 1. Al data nust be | abeled so that everyone or anyone
who is not famliar with your operation will be able to understand the
data that are presented to them A Key to any abbreviations or acronyns
is also very helpful if a facility uses any abbreviations or acronyns in
t he dat abase.

Principle No. 2 is that a facility should clearly and explicitly
list the units that associate with the number. This is critical. | think
we all know that very well. A nunber without any units does not nean
anything. Qur inspectors see a lot of data without units and | think it
is areal concernto us. It should also be a concern to you because you
will not know how well you're operating if you can't even make heads and
tails of your operating data. So, units are critical and you nmust have
themin the data. And if you choose to use hourly rolling averages for
sone parameters and instantaneous | imts for others, please do |abel them
clearly so one knows what he/she is |ooking at.

The third Principle is to |abel
We touched on this earlier. Wet her
record, or nonitor when the instrunent
facility continues to record when it
should reflect that. This will
a certain way.

clearly the node of operation.
you still continue to operate,
is being calibrated. If the
is calibrating, then the records
hel p to explain why sonme data turn out in

Principal No. 4. |If your facility uses a strip chart, then the
scal e should be clearly marked on every copy. This will expedite any
revi ew by avoi ding going back to the first copy where the scale is on.

The last Principle, but not the least. |If your strip chart has
multiple tracers, please identify each paraneter clearly on your records.
Make sure it's distinguishable. Keep in mind that colors don't xerox very
well. To give you an exanple, we received a question f roma facility that
fits in this situation very well. This facility has multiple tracers and
it realizes that if it xerox the strip charts, the colors won't show up.
So, the facility was questioni ng whether they should give the original
data to the inspector. If the facility does that, then it could not
conply with the requirenent that it has to keep records at the facility
until closure of the facility. Aso, if the facility submt the original
copy, are there time limts as to when the inspector nust return the data?
M/ answer to this question is do not give away the ori ginal data. |If for
any reason it is lost, the facility would not have any record to show that
it isin conpliance. And if the facility follows Principle No. 5, this
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woul d not be a problem Now, besides the five recording principles, there
are sone additional thoughts | would like to share with you. \hatever
format you choose to use, we recommend that you present your data in a

table format with paraneters and units clearly labeled. 1t's rmuch easier
to conprehend data represented in an organi zed format, and | think it also
helps the facility a great deal if it is doing sone trans anal yses on the
efficiencies of its units. Watever systema facility uses, just bear in
mind that it ought to be able to provide hard copies of the data to the
i nspector when the data are requested. However, if EPA Regions or the
states agreed to accept data on discs, which could happen in sone cases,
then just make sure that the data are stored in a format that i s
conpatible with the hardware that the Agency has. Also, you should work
this out ahead of time before you subnit the data. Some facilities submt
maxi mum daily values in addition to submtting very organi zed, easy-to-
conprehend data. W found that the nmaxi mum daily values are very useful.
In a quick scan, we are able to tell how well the unit is operating and
how close it is operating to the paraneter limts. | think it's also very
useful for a facility to determine how well it is operating at the end of
the week or end of the nonth. If it's easy to do, we appreciate you
subnitting the nmaxi mum daily values along with other operating data. Up
to this point | have not been able to identify a good exanple of what an
organi zed and well maintained systemlooks like so | can't give you an
exanpl e. However, | have a good exanple for the maxi mum daily val ue,
which is attached after Table 2. It presents the daily maxi mumvalue in
the table formwith the paranmeters and the units clearly labeled. It's
pretty easy to conprehend. If you're willing to do sonmething like that,
this is a format you can consider.

Let's now tal k about where a facility should keep its records and
for how long it should keep it. In Sections 264.71, 264.73,
266.100(c) (1), 100(f)(3) and a nunber of other places, the regulations are
very clear as to where a facility should keep the recor d. The records are
to be kept at the facility. The Agency received a nunber of conplaints

that the volune of record becomes horrendous and inpossible to keep. To
be honest, the Agency does not think this is a npjor issue. Wth the
technology that is available at this day and age, we feel that it should

be relatively easy for a facility to obtain a software programto store
data on discs or in a main frame. This should not be too hard to do. If
a facility does that, it should label the discs clearly and store the
discs in an organized fashion so that data retrieval would not be an
issue. This should be easier than going to the data storage |ocation,
where the facility has to go through piles and piles of hard data t o
locate data that are requested by the inspector. If a facility for
what ever reason cannot store data on-site, | would suggest that you
contact the appropriate EPA Region or State to plead your case. One thing
| do want to remind you is that the inspector has the r i ght to have access
to all of the records that are required by the regulations. If you claim
any of the information confidential (CB)Il, just do so and the Agency will
treat it accordingly. Since we are on the subject of CBlI, | would like
to clarify sone questions that came up in the past. Sonme conpani es had
claimed the quantity of hazardous waste and the types of hazardous waste
burned at the facility CBI. In Section 266.103(b)(6) where it tal ks about
the correspondence files, the regulation clearly stated that, the facility
ought to notify the public of the quantity of hazardous waste, and the
type of hazardous waste that it burns. So these infornmation are really

not CBI information.
Let's now nove on to talk a little bit about record retention.
How | ong should you keep the record on site? GCenerally, there are two

durations of tine. Some of the records have to be kept for three years,



as | nmentioned before, and sone have to be kept until closure of the
facility. I did not indicate the retention of each type of record i n
Tabl e | because | want you to go through the regulation carefully to see

what applies to your facility. However, let nme give you a few exanpl es.
If a facility is not claimng any exenptions or

recovering any netals, nost of the operating records pertain to regular
BIF units have to be kept until closure of the facility. For snelters,
nmelters or refining furnaces or small quantity burners, records should be
kept for three years. For direct transfer facilities, some of the
requi renents should be kept until closure of the facility and some (such
as the inspection logs) can be kept for three years. Also, all of the
records on the residual should be kept until closure of the facility. |
hope at this point | have answered nost if not all of the questions that
were submitted prior to this workshop.

Now, | would like to take the opportunity to share with you sone
of the problens that the EPA inspectors noted to show y ou the dil enma that
we face when our inspectors go out. A common problemwe see is that data
are very unorganized. They're not in any format; just nunbers recorded

randomy. Oten tines the nunbers don't have units and again, | can' t
stress enough that nunbers have to have units for the data to be
meani ngful .  There are times the feed streamdata do not integrate well

with the concentrations. Often times data are m ssing.
anal yses were not done for feed streans. So,
concentrations to calculate the nass feed rate.
feed rates are missing, and sonetinmes even days of operation data ar e
m ssi ng. Let me give you an exanple of a question that cane up t o
illustrate this point. A facility clains that it has only one stri p

For instance,
the facility doesn't have
There are tines the mass

chart and sonetines the strip chart fails. It failed because the paper
ran out or because sone other nechanical problens occurred. The question
is, when it fails, should we feed hazardous waste? And the answer is no.
A facility should not feed hazardous wastes into the unit if it cannot
record its operations to show conpliance. I would recomrend, in a
situation like this, the permt witer should tie the strip chart as a
trigger to the automatic waste feed cut off. One last thought | want to

leave with you is that regardl ess what the situation may be, if a facility
fails to keep any necessary records on-site or if the f acility has m ssing
data, not only that the facility is in violation of the record keeping
requirenent, the potential for harmis great when we cal cul ate penalties
for such violations. Wen there is no data showi ng the potential for harm
is low, the Agency has no choice but to assune that the potential for harm
is great. That concluded ny talk. |If you have any questions regarding
this recordkeepi ng di scussion, please pass it up and we'll address them
(conversation inaudi bl e)

MS. CHOWN OK. Sonya brought up a good point. | just want t o
make it clear that if your facility is burning hazardous wastes and the
strip chart is not recording, it is a violation. A facility is supposed
to continuously record and nonitor its operation when burning hazardous
wastes. Al right, Let ne address these
questions that you have.

QUESTI ON: Wiy did it take the Agency nore than two years t o
address how often a facility nmust keep instantaneous records? W hav e
al ready purchased and installed equi pnent based on one m nute average.

MB. CHOW Frankly, because most of the facilities are using hourly
rolling average and we have not encountered this issue being a real
problemuntil very recently. Since the issue is being raised now that
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is why we are addressing it at this tine.

The next question is why was the retention time for operating data
and inspection | ogs changed fromthree years to closure of facility? It
woul d seem three years is adequate for conpliance checks. This creates
a big problemin howto keep records of the nagnitude f or twenty or thirty
years. May be Bob can address that?

MR,  HOLLOWAY: As | recall, | think we issued a technical
amendnent to change sone of the recordkeeping requirenents fromthree
years to the life of the facility just to be consistent with the
incinerator regulations. | think, frankly, as we were devel oping the BIF
regul ati ons, we thought that in nany cases perhaps requiring recordkeepi ng

for only three years was appropriate. Then when the rule canme out ,
various folks alerted us to the fact that for incinerators, it's a
lifetime requirement, and we couldn't justify a difference. So, the

bottomline is that's why we changed it. |
we are going to go through a rule naking.
devel opi ng upgraded regulations. |'lIl talk nmore about that tomorrow. But
as we do go through that rule making, if in fact we think that, and this
rule making will include incinerators as well as BIFs . .. if we think that
sone of the record keeping provisions are overly burdensone or not really
needed for the Agency to insure conpliance to the regulations, then
certainly we can consider nodifying them

guess | shoul d point out that
We're in the process now o f

MS. CHOW
i nst ant aneous basi s,
The

The next question. |If you're neasuring CO on an
where do you set the automatic waste feed cut off?
reg says 100 parts per mllion or hourly rolling average basis.

Again, | guess | didn't make that clear enough earlier. For CO O, and
HC, one can only use hourly rolling average. You cannot use instantaneous
limts.

MR HOLLOMY: I'd like to point out, even though the regul ation
on and Enmily you're exactly right the regulation didn't even

contenpl ate that anybody woul d choose a ...
i nstantaneous basis, which is why we only tal ked about hourly rolling
average, |'mnot sure that somebody really felt strongly about conplying
with it on an instantaneous basis that we would have a problemwith it.
And as |' m speaking, Sonya's saying, well, we discussed that before and
we decided that we weren't going to say that. (laughter)

MS. SASSEVI LLE: My inpression was, this was one of the
options that came up at the time we were doing the rule nmaking and we
consi dered various options. W considered the tine above a limt approach
so that we wouldn't have to require all facilities to have the rolling
average capability and the conclusion was that it was j ust too conplicated
and so we did give facilities only one option for the COlinmt.

didn't apply with COon an

(comrent i naudi bl e)

MS. SASSEVI LLE: No, will it always be bel ow a hundred?

(comrent s i naudi bl e)

MS. SASSEVI LLE: But when you shut off, there will still
probably be spi kes, right? That will be go above 100 and there won't be
any way of tracking them accounting for them so you could actually have
possi bly higher overall CO on a ppmmnute basis, then you might if you
had a rolling average.



MR HOLLOWAY: Yeah. I think Sonya's raising a good point .

That's right. |If you have a waste feed cut off and then as soon as you
get back bel ow 100, you start burning again, you could end up with nore
CO a higher level of part per mllion of CO over a period of tinme then

under the hourly average approach.

MS. CHOW OK.  Let ne look at a couple of these questions.

They're actually pretty simlar. This one is asking whether it i s
necessary to record two values for each paraneter. Every mnute, a sixty
second average and an hourly rolling average? |If you're just asking

whether it is necessary, the answer is yes. The next question is why is
it necessary to record the mnute average as well as the hourly rolling
average? VWell, | think one reason for it that | can think of, Bob & Sonya
please junmp in at any tine, is that just to make sure that your hourl y
rolling average is calculated correctly. So we can see how the hourl y
rolling average are calculated or whether it is calculated correctly. Not
that we don't trust you (laughter), the problemis that we do see a | ot
of facilities trying to get away fromconplying with the regul ations, so

| guess we just feel that it's necessary that we have you keep bot h
records. (Comment inaudible) (laughter)

MB. CHOW Here is anot her question on record keeping. Because
not all operating records can be kept on conmputer disc, for instance,

inspection logs signed by operators; the ambunt of hard copy information
will soon becone very large. WII microfiche be acceptable? | think you
could say it's acceptable if you can nake copies of it.

COMVENT:
it as an inspector?

But it's not the original signature; would you accept

MB. ANDERSON: I think that's fine. It's required to have the
nane of the inspector who does the inspection. | don't think it says you
have to have their signature as long as you have a record of who did it.
I think that's what we're looking for unless the State's requirenent is
nmore stringent that it requires a signature.

MB. CHOW Actual ly quite a nunber of questions canme up on the
signature issue, so | guess that clarifies it. Another question, we track
waste feed rates in pounds per hour rather than grans per hour because of

our air permts, which is nore stringent than the BIF regs woul d all ow,
is witten in pounds per hour. |s there any problemwth this froman
i nspection enforcenent perspective? | don't think so. | think as |ong
as your units correspond with your COC, then it just nakes it easier for
us to check conpliance. | don't think there is a problemthat you use
pounds per hour. As a matter of fact, the regulation says you should do
pounds per hour.

Records that are placed on mcrofilmor mcrofiche acceptable if
the (inaudible) is allowable at the site with the reader and printer ?

Yes. Another question is if your conputer systemfails to record the info
unknowi ngly, what actions will be taken by the regulatory agency ?
Unknowi ngly? | guess if it is knowingly, it nay potentially be crimnal;
unknowi ngly will be a violation of the BIF regulation. It doesn't natter
whet her your know it or not know it, if no record is kept when burning
hazar dous wastes, the facility is not in conpliance with the Bl F
regulation. |It's a violation of the recordkeepi ng requirenents.

Anot her question, what is the purpose of life of solely
recordkeepi ng under BIF? | guess, Bob addressed that, right? ... and will

record retention change back to thr ee years? As Bob mentioned before, we
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can revisit the issue in the new rul e naking.

COMVENT: The question was do you have to keep the strip charts
until the facility closes if you al so have conputer storage.
Ms. CHOW If you're choosing instantaneous
conputer actually is able to record every fifteen seconds,

have to keep the strip chart.
rolling average. |f your conputer

limts and your
then you don't
And it would be the same for the hourl y
actually nonitors and records in a way

that neets the definition and what is set in the regulation, I'd said, no.
MR.  HOLLOWMAY: You don't have to keep it. It mght be of
interest to you and it mght be of interest to the inspector, but you

don't have to keep it.

MB. CHOW K. The next questi on.
use an electronic form for inspection
requirenments. You're talking about
owner/ operator.

Is there a way to store and
records? \What about signatur e
inspection that's done by the

MS. CHOW Did | already answer this question? Good. Thank

you.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Doubl e check on the signature since quite a few
people seemto think it's required that they sign it.

MB. ANDERSON I'l1l double check. | thought it was just the name.
Maybe |'m wrong. [According to 40CFR 265.15 (d), only the name i s
required, not the signature. However, States may have nore stringent

requirenents].
(laughter - comrents inaudible)

MB. CHOW OK.  The next question. Are nass feed rate records
required for constituents that are not detected. If so, why?

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
I's that the question?

Deternination that they were not detected,
right?

MB. CHOW If the constituent is not detected, then you should
record the detection linit. Use the detection linmt as concentration to
calculate your feed as your worst case. The second part of the question
is how should records be handled if an erroneous one minute data point
gets into the hourly rolling average cal cul ation? Wen you say erroneous,
| assume you have done sone kind of check to deternmine that nunber i s
wrong for sonme reason and | will say that you should go ahead in your
records docunent why this number is wong and be ready to support it.
There's a third question.

MR HOLLOWAY: (inaudible) if we're not addressing the right
question, you all speak up. W're trying to guess what you're asking and
sonmetines we take the easy way out, if you hadn't noticed. So, if you
have any foll ow up questions, speak up.

MS. CHOW Al right. If a facility records its dat a
electronically, is it permissible to use data conpression techni ques for
the stored informati on? The conpression would record one data point for
every fifteen minutes of data provided that data did not vary plus or
mnus 2.5%parts per mllion. | don't think so. Particularly not every
fifteen mnutes.



AUDI ENCE: I know that EPA is interested in responding to the
public's interest in knowi ng about operation of BlIFs, incinerators, etc.
Industry is also interested in responding to legitimate interest that the
public has but it seens that a lot of things that are required to satisfy
public interest groups are rarely actually used. |In our conpany, the BIF
correspondence file is a good exanple. Nobody ever asks to see it. Does

EPA nake any attenpts to find out if such requirenents are actuall y
beneficial ?

MR. HOLLOWAY: I think it's an interesting point. That' s
sonething that we might look into during the upcom ng rule making. You
m ght ask that question in the proposed regulation as the regulated
comunity, you should get back to us as to whether or not the

correspondence file or other things are really useful. It's a good point.

MS. CHOW Question?
(i naudi bl e)
MR HOLLOWAY: Yeah. | think it's a valid point. |It's good.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: One question for you. Not necessarily to
answer right now, but about that correspondence file. The issueis, is
there a chance that people just aren't aware that it's there or does it
seemnore likely in your specific situation that they knowit's there and
they're just not interested. Because the reaction to t he two things m ght
be different.

MB. CHOW K. That's all the questions | have. Any nore? |If
not, I'mgoing to turn the tine back to Kate again to t al k about personnel
training.

Training for Facility Personnel

MS. ANDERSON: Again, as Ken nentioned this norning, several
years ago there was an EPA/ OSHA Task Force that | ooked at comercial and
interimstatus hazardous waste incinerators. One of the nmin objectives
of that task force was to | ook at whether or not the facility enpl oyees
had been properly trained according to the RCRA personnel training
requirenents. A question that we got fromyou requested a basic overview
of the RCRA personnel training requirements. | know there's already been
a question out there as to whether or not there's any nore witten
gui dance or additional information on how to put together a RCRA personnel
training program | did sone checking into this before this presentation,
and there was a nention of a document in the original May 19, 1980 Federal
Regi ster where the personnel training requirenents were pronul gated and
it said the agency was working on a guidance docunent. But | checked in
the EPA library and there wasn't any indication that that docunent exists.
So, for those of you who have |ooked for it, | can relate to your
frustration because | couldn't find it either. Wat |I'mgoing to go over
right now are just some general requirenents in 265.16 that tal k about the

personnel training requirements and if you all have nore specifi c
questions, |'msure we'll get to them
Basically, there's flexibility allowed in these regulations

because they say that you can either have fornal classroomtraining or on
the job training that trains the enployee. The main goals are that the
enpl oyee is able to know what to do in case of an energency and t o

Page 23

effectively inplenment the contingency plan.

Sonme of the other basic requirenents have to do with the
qualifications of the training director. This is sonmething we |ook for
when we're out on inspections, to nake sure that whoever is in charge of
your training programis qualified. Another inportant consideration is
that if your enployee hasn't been t rained yet and they have six nonths to
get the training after they've been enployed by you, that during that
interim period before they receive training, they're strictly in a
supervi sed position.

Another inportant requirement is the annual review. It is inportant
to have an eight hour refresher or refresher training class on an annual
basis. Here again this is where we find a lot of violations and it seens
like just a paperwork requirenment, but again, it's the only way that we
have of checking to see that you' re properly training enployees. You need
to have records for everyone showing that they have had this training.
You need to have these records unti | the closure of the facility. And if
the enpl oyee | eaves, you need to have themfor at |east three years after
the enpl oyee | eaves your organi zation. Again, make sur e that you have the
position description, the job title, the enployee's name and the type and
amount of training that they had. This hel ps us determ ne whether or not
the training was adequate for the responsibilities that the enployee is
faced with at your facility. And, renenber there should be docunentation
of conpletion of these courses. And usually nost trainers provide you
with sone type of certification at the end of the training so that' s
fairly easy to conply with.

Just to summarize what |'ve gone over, the basic violations that
we find out there have to do with i nconplete records and that's sonething
you can rectify fairly easily by just being diligent about keeping records
on your enployees. Making sure you have job descriptions for everyone and
making sure that the training they have matches up to their
responsibilities. So, please send your questions up and we'll try and
answer them

MR Q QlELLO
of things I'

Bef ore we take questions, there's just a couple
d like to say about personnel training that over the year s
I've come to find out. Wien | used to work in the private sector, | used
to do environnental audits for major conpanies in the U S. and one of the
things we | ooked at were specifically personnel training in the records

program And the thing that | actually believe is that the reg here is
perfectly fine. It's clear what it is you need to do. Straight forward.
And | don't think there's a whole lot of gray areas, to be perfectl y
honest. | think this is probably of all the areas in RCRA one of the nost

straight forward. The biggest problemthat people have is that they do
too much generic record training and not enough site specific RCRA
training. And sone of the things that |'ve seen when | worked for this
maj or manufacturing conmpany is, they had devel oped a video on their site.
It was a thirty minute video showi ng exactly where waste came from from
the begi nning, wal king them through, where it ultinately wound up in the

plant. \Where it was collected and then where it ultimately went. And
they showed that video to every new person. They showed it on a quarterly
basis to people that hadn't seen it and they recorded everything. And it

was excellent. | went to people when | did the audit, and | asked people,
do you know what hazardous waste is? Do you know how to handle it? And
the people in the plant that handled it knew Because it was sit e
specific. Alot of the people that do health and safety training do this

basic stuff on cradle to grave and to a lot of people in the plant, it
means not hing, absolutely nothing. But if you wal k themthrough and say,



| ook, we generate TCE. TCE is bad stuff. Here's how we collect it. It
goes in this drumstorage area. W've got to keep records of it. Here's
where it ultinately goes. It's incinerated; it's land disposed, whatever.
It has real neaning for people. It worked and it was great. Site
specific training is the way you have to do it. |If you don't do it that
way, you're wasting your tine with a lot of generic hoopla and a | ot of
people aren't going to get a whole lot out of it. So, | would urge you
to do it. W in EPA have a requirenment that we have to do health and
safety training every year before sending anyone out on inspections.

Well, we do it. We docunent it. So this is sonething that we do
internally within EPA. It is not that hard to do and it boggles my nind
again, to this day, how many violations we find in the personnel training
ar ea. It's straight forward. |It's easy. And | don't understand why
people can't conply. I"I'l be perfectly honest. To this day | don' t
under stand why people can't. Sorry.

MS. ANDERSON: Q. One question here is how far
managenment is RCRA training required? Theoretically, this could be
interpreted as requiring the highest levels to have training. A | think
that's part of why we require the job description to be included in the
training records is that we're looking at how training matches the
responsibility of the enployee. So that, if you have a manager |ike the
vice president who, rarely goes int o the plant, but sonetinmes nmight, well
maybe he needs sone kind of training but maybe he doesn't need as
extensive training as the front line person who's there and has to handle
an energency when it cones up. | nean some of it is just kind of common
sense and, you know, again, | can't give you any definite answer, but |
think if you follow OSHA's requirenments for safety training that you're
going to be fairly certain you' re conplying with the RCRA requirenents.

up the line i n

Q O Does haz worker training suffice for contractor training,
that is non-enpl oyee personnel who works on site? A. Again, | think the
RCRA regul ations are specific to empl oyees of the facility. |'mnot sure
how a contractor would work, but a contractor would have to have OSHA
training to be in conpliance with the OSHA requirenents. And again,
that's going to suffice for any EPA training in this area.

. OK. | understand how personnel training is inportant for a
facility. Likewise, | would like to know how EPA trains its personnel and
specifically its BIF inspectors. Qur Region has had ex perience with a BIF
inspector who is extremely unknow e dgeabl e about the RCRA program and the
BIF requirements. A Wll, sorry about that. But we do try and get out
and do training for our RCRA inspectors. W did sonme BIF training
actually this sumer. It's going to be even nmore difficult once the
states are authorized because some of the state inspectors nmay not have
attended our training. | think that one problemis the turnover rate for
inspectors is fairly high and that nakes it difficult to keep up-to-date
on everything that's going on in RCRA. But there are requirenents that
we've set out for our EPA inspectors, some basic training requirenents,
to make sure that they are trained. There's sone hours of basic RCRA
training that they have to have and then there's program specific training

that they have to have before they can be a lead inspector. So, it
disturbs me to hear that sonebody's out there you feel is totally
unqual i fied. Again, the regul ations, when they were new, there may have

been an excuse that there's sone lag tinme in getting up to speed. Now
that it's been three years, | would hope that nost of our inspectors have
at |least a basic understanding of the BIF regulations and the RCRA
requirenents definitely. So, | don't know what else | can say to that.
Coul d be a contractor.
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Q Again, what is the eight hour requirement you nentioned
when di scussing the annual reviewtraining? A | was referring to CSHA' s
requirenment for an annual eight hour annual refresher and that's what we
actually have to go through as Ken mentioned after we've had our basi ¢

twenty-four or forty hour course.

Q What is nmeant by witten job description? Wat does the
job description need to say? A  Again, the purpose be hind having the job
description in there is so that we have an indication of what the
responsibilities are of the person in the particular si tuation. So, you'd

want to describe what their basic day-to-day responsibi lities are and that
should relate to what type of training they have to have. Anything that
woul d give us an idea of what their responsibilities are so that we could
evaluate what type of training they should have had. That's the type of
information we're | ooking for.

MR. G GLI ELLC One problemthat |'ve heard with that is that
a lot of conpanies say they have problens with the unions where you
basically put down a job description in this hazardous waste personnel
thing and it's not there. Say they have a job as a laborer. OK? And
that's their job description. The union's approved it and everything el se
and all of a sudden you put down their function that they're hazardou s
wast e handl er which is really all we care about. W really don't car e
about the | aborer designation. W want to know what this guy does or this
person does in relation to hazardous waste. That's the job description
problemwe' ve heard. And | don't know if that's a common probl em anynore
with the unions getting into this j ob description, but as Kate said, what
we want to know specifically, is this the person that generates the waste
and puts it in the five gallon bucket? 1Is it the person that takes the
five gallon bucket to the storage area? Is it the person who signs the
mani fest? That's the kind of infornation we want as a job description,
not the union | abel. The union |abel fromour standpoint isn't going to
hel p us any. It's not going to tell us anything. If you say he's a
| aborer or you say he's a technician per say, that does not help us. W
need nore specificity than that.

M5. ANDERSON: Q. Does a person who wal ks through a permtted
facility need training? If so, what about site specific training
requirenents for agency inspectors? A Again, | think Ken touched on
this earlier. Wen we, neaning the Regions, States or HQ personnel, go
out on inspections, we're required to have health and s afety training, the
sane as probably nany of your enployees are. |It's an OSHA requirenment and
so they should have their forty hour training or their twenty-four hour
trai ni ng depending on the frequency of their site visits and they need to
have an eight hour annual refresher under CBHA. So, if that's what you're

getting at, that's the kind of health and safety training that our
enpl oyees are required to have when they go out on sites.

. K. Who's a qualified trainer? That's a good questi on. |
think CSHA actually has a certification programnow for its trainers. In

ternms of RCRA, the regs just says qualified. That could mean a lot of

things, but you would at |east want sonmeone who has had training
thensel ves and has had experience training other people. | don't have any
other specifics for you off the top of ny head. | can look into thi s

more, if you want and see if there's any specific qualifications. But
again, a lot of this is kind of common sense. | nean you want sonebody
who's going to be able to inpart the infornation to your enpl oyees to be
able to hel p them know what to do.
Any specific training content required?

Agai n, along the same



lines, the regulations are pretty general, but there would be specifics
according to the responsibilities of the people you're training. And
certainly this is where OSHA requirenments help fill in the gaps because
where RCRA may be a little bit vague about what's required, OSHA's pretty
specific and chances are you're going to have to conply with the CSHA
requi renents too. Yeah?

(question inaudible)
MB. ANDERSON: Yes. They are. That's a good point. H's point

was that the RCRA requirements for record keeping are separate fromthe
OBHA requirements. OSHA nay have additional record keeping requirenents

or less, but you still have to conply with all the requirenments, such as
they are, laid out in RCRA and in addition to that, the OSHA requirenents
as wel | .

Q This question is, is annual review on 365 day basis or once
per cal endar year? Regions and states are split on this issue. A.
Again, what we try and do for our enployees is make sure that it's within
the cal endar year. |In other words, if we have our annual refresher i n
Oct ober of one year, we try and nake sure we have it in Cctober of the
next year and before the date, not afterwards. So, | guess we do it on
a 365 day year. So, that's not a cal endar year.

Q Al the speakers have given today guidelines, policies, etc.
and enphasi zed that these are just recomendations. Do you plan to issue
NOvs and fines based on these and i f so, what authority do you have to do

this? A It's a very practical question. Again, where we said it' s
gui dance and policy, it's just that. |It's recommendations that we can
give to you to help you conply with the regulations. Where the

regul ations allow sone flexibility, the guidance we've given you can help
you better define the limts and where the regulator thinks you are either
in or out of conpliance with the regulation. Does anybody want to add
anything to that

VB. : |
but let me clarify the questions
were giving ... (inaudible)

guess everybody won't be able to hear ne
that were asked or the guidance that we

MS. ANDERSON: What we were giving was not on things that ar e
above and beyond the regulations. They were on how to conmply with the
regulations. So, if you choose to go about it some other way, then it may
not necessarily be wong, but you are taking a greater risk and certainly
you have to show that what you're doing is right and that your rationale
is valid. Athough this is guidance, it's not above and beyond what the
regulations require. It's howto conply with what is on the books. Are
there any last minute announcements that you guys would like to make?

Conpl i ance Testing

MR.  RAUENZAHN: First discussion we're going to have today i s
regar ding conpliance testing. As an overview, we're going to start
tal ki ng about recertification and retesting requirenents. Then we'r e
going to nove on to testing requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 1A the
validation status of sone of the stack test methods, use of data in lieu
of a trial burn and conclude with a real fast overview of selection of
waste feed streans and what's inportant of when it comes to actuall y
designing a trial burn.
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Recertification retesting requirenents. These are in 266.103.
Recertification is required within three years of subnmitting the previous
certificate of conpliance and owner/operators nust recertify every tine

they change designs or choose to change operating conditions. An d
whenever you do recertify, of course, you have to retest.
For Tier 1 and Tier 1A vyou nust renmenber that both of these

establish feed rate limts. It assunmes that everything you feed into your

boiler is going out the stack, so stack testing itself is not required for
Tier 1 and Tier 1A to establish these linits. But renenber that other
standards still apply if you choose to go Tier 1 or tier 1A for netals.

The particulate nmatter of standard still need to do

particulate matter testing.

applies and you still

Next thing we're going to discuss is the validation of our stack

test methods and hopefully discuss some of the problens that you al |
confronted out there. An inportant point to bring up. A general
conplaint we hear is that a certain nmethod hasn't been validated at my

type of facility. Methods are not routinely validated at every type of
facility they will be used at. Just because a nethod has not been
val i dated at your type of facility doesn't nmean it can't be used or it
shoul d not be used or sonmehow it will not work. Whether a nmethod wl |
work at your type of facility is nore dependent on the conditions of the
gas streamyou're sanpling than the type of facility it was validated at.
Now that doesn't mean that you may not have to make some mnor
nmodi fications to the method in order to get it to work at your facility.
Hexachrone's a good exanple of this. And we'll get to that in a mnute.
Ot her than that caveat, all have been validated as hazardous wast e
incinerators. The nultiple netals train, hexachrome, HO/d 2 and VOST and
sem - VOST have been validated for thirty compounds. They've all been used
wi th good success at boilers. Sone people have had problens with and

we'll get to that on the next slide.
OK.  Hexachrome. Hexachronme requires a high pHin the
impinger. If you don't maintain a pH over 8.5, you wll start having

problens with Chrone 6 turning into Chrome 3. Ways to get around this,
sinple nodifications you can neke that doesn't affect the validation of
the nmethod, are: you can use a larger inpinger; use a higher
concentration of KCHin the inpinger. The inportant thing is you do what
you need to do to get the method to work at your facility. Anot he r
problemis tenperatures above 300 degrees F may present a problem It is
my understanding that teflon tends to cold flow when it starts to get
somewhere near 300 degrees. If this will create a problem at your
facility consider using quartz for glass fittings in order to get around
this problem Once again, the inportant thing is not to rigidly stick to
the validated nmethod but modify it reasonably as you need to in order to
get the method to work at your facility.

Ha /d 2. According to our folks in ORD, there's only the one
circunstance where this has been a problem When you have extrenely high
levels of anmonia in your gas stream you may run into problems. If you
do run into this situation, work wi th your Region. If you run into other
situations which are unusual and you don't think it's going to work, work
with your Regions. The Region is going to wind up naking the final call
in the long run anyway.

Finally, dioxin method 23. There's really not a problem wit h
dioxin or method 23. It's an air nethod and the air pe opl e made what some
peopl e consider a short cut when it cones to determining the recovery for
dioxin. Wat they did was, they made the assunption that the recovery off



of the particulate is the same as t he recovery off the X-82. Sone people
have phil osophical differences with that. They say, you've got to figure
out what the recovery is off the particulate and the recovery off of the
X-82 and that you can't assume that recovery off the X- 82 will be the sane
as on the particulate. Wll, that said, if you have a problemw th that
and you don't want to use the nmethod, there are things that you can do.
The problemis that the regulations tell you you've got to use method 23.
If you want to use sonething else, you're going to have to once again work
closely with your Region and try to iron things out. They may be able to
do something. It starts to get really difficult however, when the nmethod
is mandated in the regul ations.

Data in lieu of a trial burn. Start out with what is not
acceptable. |If you've got different sized units, you can't use data in
lieu of atrial burn. |If the air pollution control devices are different

on the two facilities, you can't use it. |If there's different operating
or maintenance histories, you can't use data in lieu of a trial burner.
Situations where it may be acceptable is where you have identical units
at the same site, you have the same operating and mai ntenance histories.
The data that you're using nust result froma conpliance test that was
observed by a regul atory agency. Those are the situations when it may be
acceptable. You notice | didn't say when it is acceptable. The reason

why | didn't is because that's awfully site specific, and once agai n
that's a call that your Region's going to have to deal wth. Ho w
identical is identical? How identical do the operating and mai nt enance

hi stories need to be? That's not sonething that we can go over here,
unfortunately. Once again, you need to work with your Regions and get
themon board. They neke the final call.

Sel ecting waste feed streans for testing. Some conbustion
conditions that are inportant when you're setting up a trial burn.
Obvi ously conbustion tenperature, the conbuster design is inportant and

waste feed conposition and what the flow is into your conbuster. Some
feed stream conditions which are inportant for setting up a worst cas e
trial burn situation. Feeds high in halogens, highin nmetals, high in ash
content, highly viscous waste with highest solids |levels expected and

hi ghly containerized wastes that have constituents in it which are easily
volatilized. Those are exanples of worst case feed str eans and that's all
I had. | believe what follows next in the handout is also a list of
references that you folks can use to help design a trial burn. |If you
don't have copies of them they' re easy to get.

So ... next thing on ny list is to introduce the panel
previ ous speakers, so | suppose you know them

but they're
al |

MS. SASSEVI LLE : Thank you. One conmment just to nake about
this list of references. Something to keep in mnd that July 1983
CQui dance Manual for Hazardous Waste Incinerator Pernmit. |In some areas it
is out of date so in nany cases when you're thinking about trial bur n
planning, if there's anything in that that is contradicted by any of the
| ater gui dances, especially the pernit conditions guidance, go with the
later guidance. Especially on the issue of synthetic waste versus actual
wast e. We're noving nore towards concentrating on actual waste when
possi bl e as opposed to just automat ically saying synthetic mxture is OK
So, just keep in nmind that '83 docunment is a little bit out of date.

MR RAUENZAHN: K. The first question we have is:
invited to a test, | imagine a trial burn test, and not attended.
this situation can this data be used for an identical unit.

has EPA been
And in
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MS. SASSEVI LLE: I wouldn't be able to answer that. | don't
know whet her there have been any cases where EPA's been invited and not.
So | guess you would have to just deal with the individual Region on that.
Work sonet hi ng out.

MR.  RAUENZAHN: | can make a quick coment with respect t o
inspectors going to conpliance tests. W always encourage for themt o
attend a conpliance test if they possibly can. I know some of our

i nspectors have attended conpliance tests in some occasions

they just can't get out there.

in the past

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Simlarly with permit witers we certainl y
encourage them and they generally do try to make an effort to go.

MR.  RAUENZAHN: Next questi on.
with Regions and states, they are not likely to accept even mnor
nmodi fications to the method without significant trials of proof. Any
suggestion on how to overcone these difficulties. Al | can say is that
you meke sure the nmethod works and that it's right. For instance for
hexachrome using quartz fittings instead of Teflon fittings does not
modi fy the method. That doesn't affect the test nethod. That's fairly
obvious. Wiat |'ve heard fromour people who develop t he nethods is m nor
nmodi fications are fine and in fact are acceptable and you should do. |If
there are peopl e out there who are doi ng otherw se, then you know, maybe
you need to get a hold of us here i n headquarters or the fol ks who advise
us down in Research Triangle Park to try to get these people on board on
sonme of the nodifications.

Al t hough you suggest working

MB. SASSEVI LLE: And the Regions and states generally do know
that they have these people to go to, our sanpling and anal ysis experts,
so they often do consult with themin trying to nake these deci sions.

MR, RAUENZAHN: Next questi on. WIl a chlorinated feed be
required for a dioxin or DRE trial burn and if it is required during a
dioxin test and the BIF does not burn any chlorine containing waste, the
dioxin em ssions during the test likely will be artificially high.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: The idea of the test would be to try to make

it as representative as possible and one of the things that we'll be
continuing to do is using your trial burn conditions in your perm t
i ncl udi ng maxi mum chlorine, so if you test during your trial burn at a | ow
level of chlorine, you have to be willing to live with that during
operation. But if you are, then there is some flexibil ity there to choose
the trial burn waste appropriately.

MR HOLLOWAY: I mght add that if the boiler or the
incinerator is not feeding any feed stream whether it's fuel or wast e
that contains chlorine, with detectable levels of chlorine, then we'r e

consi dering the obvi ous which is not
limt.

requiring conplying with the dioxin
You woul dn't even need to test for dioxins.

MR, RAUENZAHN: What or
trial burn to be run under. For
tenperatures, maxi mumor mnimumvelocity,
rates of the waste, boiler T, nmax/mn.
answers in EPA docunents?

test operating conditions is dioxi n
instance, nmaximum or mninum
what spi ke netals, POHCs, feed

Are the answer or any of thes e

MS. SASSEVI LLE: oK. The answers are not in any finally
publ i shed docurents. It is sonething that we're working on and we've been
doing a lot of thinking on. | can't go through all the things that were



inthere but basically the idea is test at your maxi mum chlorine, m ninum
combustion chanber tenperature is probably going to be a worst case,
probably for your air pollution control device, that's going to have to
be a maxi mumtenperature and there is sonme discussion about whether those
two have to be in the same test or not. It may be they don't have to be
if those two are not going to both be at their worst case during nornal

operations. Al so, we have to |look at the precursors. There may be sone
push to make sure that there are chlorinated aromatics in the waste. For
exanpl e, chlorinated phenols, maybe. So, those are just some of the

things that we' re thinking about. W are working on witten guidance to
the permt witers which we think will also be at some point available to
applicants as well to look at. At this point what we're shooting for as
far as the docunment that woul d be avail abl e outside al so would be the end

of April. So, we'll see howthat goes, but that's what we're | ooking at
this
poi nt .

MR RAUENZAHN: Next question, a practical question. We'd like
to nodify our boiler, alter conbustion chanber, what steps nust we take,
Part A Cass 3 permit nod, recert of conpliance, and
if our conpliance test fails nust we initiate closure?

MB. SASSEVI LLE: | guess | could start out with that. A permt

nod,
woul d have to ...
conpl i ance after

if facilities aren't permtted, a permt nod isn't necessary. You
Bob, jump in if you want you woul d have to recertify
maki ng the changes and |'m trying to think. If you
failed, then yes, | guess you woul d have to shut down and not be able to
operate until you get under a permt. |If it is a facility that, | would
have to think, if it came in under a Class 3 permt nod and it's one of
those that we treat as if it were under interimstatus, because it doesn't
have any permt conditions, | think it would still be basically the sane
that you would have to go through the steps of recertif ying. Bob, any ...

MR. HOLLOWAY: I frankly have forgotten exactly what the Bl F
regul ati on says when you fail a compliance test. |'mnot sure whether if
you fail a conpliance test then you have to stop burning and you can' t
burn until you're under an operating pernit or whether the regulation
gives sone flexibility and says you can only burn after that for a period
of 720 hours and only for purposes of shake down and su bsequent conpliance
testing. |'mnot sure what the rule says. Anybody here happen to know?
Any of you guys happen to know?

QUESTI ON: I just wanted to ask if during the conpliance test
you'd want to provide enough scenarios that you might flunk one of the
scenari o but nmight pass one of the ...

MR HOLLOMY: That's an excellent point. Everybody hear that the
point was that in order to deal with this possibility of failing a
conpliance test, you ought to run under multiple test conditions in case

at | east
Good poi nt,

you fail one, be able to operate under one of the other

condi tions.

you' Il
sir.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Maybe we just didn't think about this at the
time that the rule cane out because we were nore thinking about the
initial certification where it didn't necessarily matter if you failed
initially as long as you cane up with a passing test that was different
fromthe failing tests by the time of the conpliance date. But once you
make it a nodification then it gets to be a little different. | don' t
think we really thought about that.
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MR RAUENZAHN: The next question is froma facility that wants
to use data in lieu of trial burn. Their problemis they've been inforned
by the Region that they don't have any funds to send an inspector out to

observe the test. Is there any advice as to what to do under that
si tuation?

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Coul d you repeat the question.

MR RAUENZAHN: Data lieu of a trial burn and EPA doesn't have
funds to do travel to observe the test. Any advice?

MS. SASSEVI LLE: | would say, you're going to have to, | know
we keep saying this, work with the Region on that because it may be site
speci fic. It may be that they are going to have to look at the test
report in order to be able to decide whether to accept it or not. You
know, it's not in the regulations that it has to be observed in order to
be acceptable. but there's just a question as to whether they'll feel

confortabl e accepting it if nobody's seen it. So, you have to work with
t he Regi on.
QUESTI O\ I've run into the sane problem One of the problens

I"mhaving is that some of the people in the Region are very unconfortable
in one situation or another |ooking at this data because they don't have
the personnel or expertise to look at it. And they're looking t o
headquarters or QAQPS for guidance but you want to tell it to go back to
the Region for guidance or tell it to what they' re confortable with. |
would like to see nore of OAQPS or HQ providing guidance to the Regions
saying it's up to thembut this is what we would recomrend.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Yeah. In a way we're talking about two
different things. W can't really answer these questions here because it
is site specific. However, the Regions know that they can cone to us if
they need assistance on meking that site specific decision. So, we are
avail abl e and the Regions are aware of that and the states al so.

MR RAUENZAHN: The next question wonders why particulate natter
testing is required for adjusted Tier 1 conpliance. Then it goes on, if
you assune a worst case scenario, i.e., ash in equals ash out, isn't that
the sanme | ogic used for netals and chlorine.

Well, the particulate matter standard is a separate standard from
the individual metal standards. You need to conply with all standards.
MR HOLLOWMAY: And again, as we said yesterday, we're not only

... we're using PMas a control not only as a supplemental control for
metals but also to control adsorbed organics and in fact as you know, you
can have particles of soot that can result from poor conbustion and a PM
standard woul d deal with that. So again, the PMcontrols are used both
to deal with netals as a supplenent to a netals controls and also to deal
with adsorbed organics.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: I just happened to think about some of those
questions on accepting conpliance test data in lieu of a trial burn.
Sonet hing that is probably worth keeping in mind is that with the new
conbustion strategy and the new considerations we have for doing a risk
assessnment including PICs and dioxins, it nmay be likely that the data from
your certification of conpliance isn't going to be enough anyway or that
it may only be enough for certain performance standards but it's npbst
likely that you're going to have to test again anyway in order to get the
PIC data and the dioxin data to put into the risk assessment so ...



is the status of omi bus
guess the .015 versus ..

MR RAUENZAHN: Next question is what
authority versus the particul ate standard. |

MR HOLLOWAY: 1"1'l tell you what I"'mgoing to tal k about
that a little bit later on this norning, so if you still have a question,
and you mght after | finish, why don't you raise it again.

MR RAUENZAHN: Next question. Gven the EPA calls in Part B
permt and the three year deadline for conpliance tests will occur before

the trial burn is approved, (a) will it be necessary to performthe
conpliance test or can the facility wait wuntil the trial burn is
per f or med.

MR. HOLLOWAY: We would certainly like to be reasonabl e about

that and |'mtrying to think if we said anything about that in the Bl F
regul ation itself. I thought we anticipated that but | frankly can' t
recall what the regulation says. Let ne, again, let ne ask here that does

anybody out there recall exactly whether the regulation deals with that?
W certainly would like to be reasonable, again, and for exanple, if the
Bl F conmpliance test is due within two or three nonths of a scheduled trial

burn, then we would certainly like to forgo the conpliance test in lieu
of the trial burn. But again, | don't recall what the BIF regul ation says
about it. And even if we didn't anticipate it in the BIF rule, the,
again, the Regions, I think have some flexibility in neking

interpretations and dealing with issues like that.

MR RAUENZAHN: And part (b) of the question dealt with what
happens if the trial burn and the conpliance test are scheduled to be
perforned close to one another and | guess it's ... Bob just answered it.

Part B
B is

QUESTI ON: My (i naudi bl e)
application, you're still under
granted so | would (inaudible)

is once you've submitted your
m ni mum standards if your Part

MR HOLLOWMAY: That's a point. |If we didn't anticipate in the
BIF regulations, if we didn't allow you to extend this three year deadline
on recertifying conpliance when a trial burn was schedul ed cl ose to that
deadline period. If we didn't explicitly deal with it in the regulation,
then the point I'mtrying to make i s it certainly woul d have been wise to
have done so and we certainly would like to be reasonable about it .
You're right. M understanding is, Sonya, correct me i f I'mwong, you're
still in interimstatus until a permt's issued.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Yes. That's right.

MR RAUENZAHN: Next question. | mght need sone help with this.
Is a concentration limt, i.e., the detection limt acceptable instead of
a gramper hour feed rate limt for constituents which can't be detected
and it says if a concentration linmt is acceptable, are mass feed rat e
records required. |If so, why? | guess what's neant by a concentration
limt.

MR HOLLOWAY: I don't understand the question.

MR.  RAUENZAHN:
know the flow going in,

Because if you know the concentration and you
then you know the mass rate gram per hour.

MR HOLLOMY: If you have a non-detect for a constituent, then
you certainly can use and should use a non-detect |evel as the assume
concentration. I don't think that was the question. W covered that
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yesterday. It sounds too easy. |'mnot sure what the question was.
(question inaudible)
MR HOLLOMY: The question is, do you have to record the nass

flow rate? You have to record as we discussed yesterday. You have t o
record enough information to document what your mass feed rate is of the
individual constituents, netals, chlorine, whatever. So, if you're
moni toring volunetric flowrate then you should record the volunetric flow
rate, the density and the concentration and then, | guess, ultimately the
cal cul ated nass feed rate of the constituent.

(question inaudible)

MS. SASSEVI LLE: The conponents that go into the calculation.

Ri ght.

MR HOLLOMY: Let me be sure that Emly heard that. The question
was, Emily, if somebody is monitoring volumetric flowrate, | indicted
that they have to docunent sonmehow ... docunent in the records the actual
volunetric flow rate, the concentration of the constituents, say the
metal, the density of the stream and then the cal cul ated mass feed rate.

So the point is, in that situation do they have to record all four
par amet ers?

MB. CHOW Again, if your units for the feed goi ng in does not jive
very well with your concentration, if one is in volume, the other one is
in mass, then you would have to have the density and in that case you
woul d have to record all four entries we tal ked about yesterday. That's
right.

QUESTI ON: Do you need a continuous recording of the nass flow
rate of constituents. You have a continuous recording of your feed rate
and you're controlling based on concentration, do you have to have a strip
chart (i naudible)

MB. CHOW OK. The question is whether you need to continuously
record the cal cul ated mass feed rat e of your constituents. This actually
is sonething that, as | mentioned yesterday, you should discuss with the
Regi ons. Sonme of the Regions will accept it and | think if you have a
very good software programthat can do the cal culations quickly and are
able to provide the mass feed data to the inspectors when they're on site,
providing the Region and the State accept this node of recordkeeping, then
it's fine with me. However, some Regions or States may be adamant about
having the facilities record the calculated mass feed rates as part of
their nornal recordkeeping, then you will have to conmpl y with that because
it is required by the BIF regulation. So, | personally do not have any
problens with it as long as the affected Region or the State accepts it.

QUESTI ON: I have one nobre question (inaudible)

(comment s i naudi bl e)

MR RAUENZAHN: Use the detection limt.

MR HOLLOMY: The comment was, what happens when a constituent
is present at a non-detect |evel and that when you do subsequent testing
you get different detection limts. Let's say higher detection linits.

Do you have to assune that when you get a hard detection Iimt that the
constituent is present at the higher |evel, which obviously affects your



feed rates and everything,
probably correct. Yeah. |

and | think the answer is what John gave us,
don't know how else to deal with it.
There's no technical

MB. SASSEVI LLE: basis for going with the

| ower one.

MB. CHOW Put yourself in the shoes of the regulator. |If the
constituent concentration is below the detection, it doesn't tell you
anyt hi ng except the fact that it's not above a certain level. And we
don't know what the actual concentration is, so, using the detecting
limts will be the npbst conservative approach.

(comrent i naudi bl e)

MB. CHOW If you can come up to the m crophone, we would Iike
to hear your suggestions. Really, cone up and give us your suggestion and
we'll consider it.

MR HOLLOMY: This sounds like it mght be fairly extensive and

conplicated. | or

afterwards, or you could talk to your

wonder if maybe we could talk to her during the break,
region or state.

MS. CHOWN
to you afterwards. |
you may have regarding the problens that you are facing.
consi dering these suggestions if they are appropriate.

If that's what you prefer, it is fine with ne to talk
amcertainly interested to hear t he suggestions that
We're open to

MR RAUENZAHN: There's a second question fromthis person and
it says that the Tier 1 eligibility criteria references the shore |ine of
"a large body of water such as an ocean or a large | ake" and they want to
know what's considered a large |lake. | know what the answer to that one

is but we'll (laughter)

MS. SASSEVI LLE: That's a dispersion nodeling question. W' d
really have to ask a dispersion nobdeler | guess to get the official EPA
answer, you'd have to ask an official EPA dispersion nodeler. | don't

really know the answer.

MR. HOLLOWAY: The first one where she probably |ooked at i s
check the guideline on the air qual ity nodels whatever it's called and if

it's not in there, then contact Joe Tickmard or one of his cohorts down
in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina. EPA' s di spersion nodeling
experts.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: O else the Regional neteorol ogist. Eac h
Regi on has a nmeteorologist. So, talk to themtoo.

MR. RAUENZAHN: Last question from this person. Agenc y
notifications are required for a conpliance certification test. Ar e
Agency notifications required for annual performance spec tests?

MR HOLLOWMAY: Annual performance? | don't know what that is.

What's an annual perfornmance test? For the CEM? No.

MR RAUENZAHN
testing references or

Next question is, where do you get a conpliance
new gui dance docunents?

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
after the workshop sending out
gui dance docunents, so that's basically

They're listed here where we al so tal ked about
to everybody a nore conplete list of
it and for keeping up wt h
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keep in touch with the Region and sone things where you
Regi ster, but the best way is just to keep

updat es, just
actual ly notice in the Federal
in touch with the Region.

MR, HOLLOWAY:
exanple ...

Are these documents available through NTIS for

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
of themlike the Permt
Gui dance, QAQC Gui dance,
in Gncinnati, and those are free.
until the supplies run out and then they'll

They're nmost avail able through NTIS and some
Condi ti ons Gui dance, we al so have a Measurenent
are available through EPA Publications Ofice
So they're avail able through ther e
be avail abl e thought NTIS.

this without a little
It says, based on your
burns?

MR RAUENZAHN: I"mnot sure we can answer
clarification, but this one's addressed to Sonya.
coments, can we still use the surrogate for trial

MB. SASSEVI LLE: Peopl e use the word surrogate differently, so
I"1l just try to answer what | think you mean and if that's not what you
want ed, then please speak up. As far as what wastes have to be used in
trial burns, what we're trying to do is to get themto be as nmuch as
possible like the regular wastes. And that's easier to do for an on-site
facility, where you have a regular supply of those waste streams and
you're only going to be burning a few waste streans. W realize it' s
harder for say a cormercial unit where wastes are going to be conming from
all over the place and it's harder to predict and you're trying to
maximze a lot of things at one time. That may not be easy to do. So,
basically, what we're saying is we'd like it at least if your base waste
was an actual waste that you're going to be burning and then if you need
to spike up to reach maxi mum chlorine levels, for exanple, or whatever,
then it's OKto spike. But we woul d like to try to get the base nateri al
to be an actual waste.

Must EPA be notified when
requirenents and that's ...

MR.  RAUENZAHN: Next question.
testing is conducted for state air permt

MS. SASSEVI LLE: That's up to the air program

MR.  RAUENZAHN:
establ i sh a usabl e nini mal
natural gas and liquids are the only fuels.
maxi mum conbusti on chanber tenperature are not
m ni mal tenperature.

Are two sets of test conditions required t o
conbustion chanber tenperature, especially when
Condi tions that denpnstrate
likely to denonstrat e

MB. SASSEVI LLE: Yeah. | suppose we're tal king about a permt
where you have to denonstrate maxi numtenperature for netals and m ni num
tenperature for DRE and PICs. There's no way that you can set those from
the sane test unless you want one tenperature that you have to nmintain
all the time which of course isn't feasible. So, you really would have
to do two separate tests. Unless of course you're conplying with Tier 1
for metals in which case you don't need to do the nexi mum tenperature .
Did that answer the question?

QUESTI ON: I was referring to the mni mum (i naudi bl e)
MS. SASSEVI LLE: Ch, you nean for maintaining interi m
status? OK  That | think we've generally allowed under a separate ...

| mean it's not a very conplicated ...

QUESTI ON: Regul ati on says that you can use the |lowest hourl y



rolling average but that's likely not to be a useful
you' re pushing for maxi num tenperature.

t enper at ure because

MR HOLLOMY: Exactly.
low tenperature .. to establish
the automatic waste feed cut off.

So you can run a separate test for your
| ow tenperature that would apply during

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
since you're not testing for

It wouldn't have to be a very conplicated test
DRE or anything, so ...

MR. HOLLOWAY: In fact, | guess all you'd have to show i s
conpliance with the COlimt. You don't need to worry about netals or
chlorine or whatever. O even PM just CO

MR, RAUENZAHN: Next question is regarding one of the test
methods. The EPA nethod for HO/d 2 does not discrininate between HO and
d inthe HO portion of the sanpling train. |s there anything being done
to address this?

| guess this is the first tine |'ve heard of it. |
peopl e and hopefully get an answer in the transcript.
[NOTE: We assune that the HOO in question was sanpled fromthe stack.
If this is the case, we would expect HOCl to be trapped in the aci d
sol ution designed for HOJ collection. W wsh to neasure all reactive
species of Chlorine, of which HOO is one. Therefore, we do not consider
this to be a problemw th the nethod.]

can get to our

Has it been brought to your attention that nethod 1057 has a
significant positive bias on the chlorine analysis? Wen C reacts with
the caustic hypochlorite, sonmething or other continuous to react and a
portion will formadditional chloride. The bias is that IC analysis CLPIC
area is nultiplied by two for the r eassumed half split. Larry Johnson of
EPA in RTP is aware of this. |s there any dialogue with the Bl F nethod
devel opers to resolve this?

[ NOTE:
does so by fornmng HJ O and HO
to higher Chlorine concentrations
contam nated with a reducing agent. The reducing agent aids in the
formation of HCO, which is what the analytical nmethod, 9057, neasures .
If this is a concern for your facility, use the reducing agent Thiosulfate
in the caustic inpinger to ensure that all the chlorine fornms HO. |f
this is done, nmake sure you change the cal culation so that every two HC
detected represents one diatomc Chlorine. The air program has endorsed
this as an acceptable alternative f or their Method 23. Consult the OAQPS
Technol ogy Transfer Network for specifics on this alternative.]

The caustic inpinger designed to trap diatomic chlorine
in the inmpinger. The method can be biased
when the caustic inpinger i s

MR.  RAUENZAHN: How do you suggest adjusted Tier 1 boiler
(inaudible) you certify at maximum feed rates needed. If you do not
accept extrapol ation, should we spi ke, i.e, particulate/ash. This is not
a specific site problem Many boil ers are dependent on their processes
heat demands and cannot arbitrarily run at 100%

MR HOLLOWMAY: Well, under Tier 1 you don't need to spike the
metal s because your feed rate linits are the Tier 1 screening limts,
irrespective of what level of nmetal you may be feeding during your test
to denonstrate conpliance with PM and CM and whatever else. Is that the
question? Do you have to spike nmetals under Tier 1?
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MS. SASSEVI LLE:
do that to get a |evel
an uncommon thing for trial

Was it about spiking ash? |f you need to
that you can live with then yes. And that's not
burns to spike some ash material .

QUESTI O\ So you'd rat her see spi king than ash (inaudible) you
woul d consider that better for the environnment?
MS. SASSEVILLE: We would not necessarily consider an

extrapol ation to be valid.
MR RAUENZAHN: The answer is yes.

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
as the load on air pollution control

Because renoval efficiencies change as you ...
devi ce changes, so ...

MR RAUENZAHN: I's reconpliance, i.e., a newtest burn required
three years after the last test burn, or three years after the |ast COC?

MR HOLLOWMAY: | believe the regul ation says you nust submit a
new certification of conpliance, a revised certification or renewed,
whatever it is every three years, so that's irrespective of when you do

the actual tests. Again,
previous certification.

so you have to certify within three years of the

MS. SASSEVI LLE: If you're talking about that you did a trial
burn in between there, then | nean, was that your question? If you'r e
collecting the same infornmation ... if you have the right information, |
don't see why you couldn't put that information into a COC and just
resubmit early and then use that to start your tinme frame.

(question inaudible)

MR HOLLOWAY: That's correct. The comment was in the handout
or inthe slide. It says that the you have to recertify within three
years of the previous certification of pre-conpliance. You're right .
That was a typo. |t should have been certification of conpliance.

MR RAUENZAHN: Next question. As EPA considers the no dioxin
testing scenario which | fully support, what chlorine levels will default
to no test? And if EPA does not know the answer to this, what are they
doing to find out?

MR.  HOLLOWAY: That's a really good question. One of the
concerns we have is whether somebody will use a test method that has very
high detection limts, frankly. But if we can find a nmethod or if we can

find an approach that ensures that a method with a good detection limt
is used for chlorine. And, by the way, | should also say that we al so may
be concerned about bromi nated di oxins and other hal ogens but so, if .
we feel confortable that no feed streams are being fed to a device that
contai ned detectabl e | evels of hal ogens at good detection linmts, then |
think we will be prepared to say that dioxin testing isn't needed. But,
again, | don't know how we're going to ... we haven't gotten to do that
yet. W haven't finished dealing with that issue.

Sonewhat rel at ed. How do we
include a dioxin test when there

up.

MR.  RAUENZAHN: Next question.
subnit a Part B application which nust
is no official guidance on howto set it
MS. SASSEVI LLE: As usual, talk to your Region. You can also,

| nmean, we nentioned a little bit earlier, some of the ideas that need to



nmentioned earlier,
whi ch

be incorporated as far as worst case and al so which |
there will be a guidance docunent out probably at the end of April
shoul d hel p you out with that.

MR.  RAUENZAHN: Next question. EPA's own published dat a
suggests that netal volatility is sonewhat |ess than would be expecte d
based on uncertainties. |s EPA collecting data and con tinuously anal yzi ng
results of I ow high tenmperature trial burns to verify the need for these
tests? Is there some range that could be acceptable for operating
tenperatures to limt the need for two trial burns?

MR HOLLOWMAY: That's an interesting point and the Agency will
|l ooking into the existing data base as we go through the upcomng
So,

be
rulemaking to see if there are ways we can sinplify the regul ations.
yes, we will be looking intoit. W haven't yet.

if |
for boiler

submtted data from boiler
B during the 720 hour

MR RAUENZAHN
Ain lieu of, | suppose a trial

Next question.
burn,

extension after August 1992, does that nmean that | could not burn at all
in boiler B assuming | do not burn nore than 720 hour total in bot h
boi | ers?

MR HOLLOWAY: | have no idea what that says.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: That does sound kind of site specific,
I don't think it's sonething we can answer.

too.

MR RAUENZAHN: BIF only one stream burns at a given tine.
Gven also 2) two of the streans do not have enough material accurul ated
to performsix hours of conpliance test and 3) given two streans are high
BTU greater than 12,000 BTUs per pound, is it acceptable to not perform
a conpliance test on these two streans if they are anal yzed. | guess this
is two streans that do not have enough materials to perform six hour
conpliance test. And that's it for conpliance testing. |'malso |ucky
enough to be the person giving the next discussion, is the slide
proj ector on back there, Andy? There you go. OK

SO

Managenent of Residues

MR.  RAUENZAHN: What we have to discuss here is give guidanc e

in three points. The frequency of residue sanple on analysis; the
handling and storage of bevel residues; a little bit about F039
constituents that first came out of the administrative study. You folks

al so requested a review of what the requirenents are and we hope to go
over that by giving an exanple, finally at the very end.

Now, for a frequency of residue sanple anal ysis we recommend that
sanpling and analysis be done daily. Now, based on John's discussion
yesterday and the setting up of statistical nodels, you can, based on
certain site specific factors, gain enough informati on about the residue

to sanple and analyze less frequently than daily. And sone of thos e
factors are:  historical data, knowing the wvariability of toxic
constituents in your residue. |If they don't vary a whole lot, you may

want to back off fromdaily. |f you make changes in your operations that
may affect the constituents in your residue then you may want to sanple
and analyze nore frequently. If you never nmke changes to your
operations, then you may want to go over a longer interval. Liability
factors. You have to renmenber as this stuff accunulates, you're getting
nmore and nore residue that you need to handl e and you need to deal with.
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Obviously, if you sanple and anal yze over shorter periods of tine you
don't have that much residue to deal with at any one particular tine. In
the event that there was a non-conpliance, if you're sanpling daily,
there's not a whole lot of material and your liability factor is a heck
of lot lower then they would be if you had six nonths worth of stuff which
is out of conpliance. And finally, storage factors whi ch |I'm going to get
to two slides from now.

Frequency of residue sanple analysis. W recommend, as a mni mum
weekl y sanpling and anal ysis assum ng you can justify less than daily .
Once again, based on factors | just went over.
Resi dues.

St orage of Bevill What you need to do is you need t o

treat this waste as a hazardous waste rather than a Bevill residue and
there will be no problens as far as Bevill conpliance is concerned. |If
on the other hand, | know you folks wouldn't do this, so let's say we have
a cenent kiln that takes all of its cement kiln dust, piles it into a

corner of a quarry, tests once every six nmonths, and God forbid it fails,
finds out that half of that residue is already thrown into the quarry, it
has a major conpliance problem at that point in time. The only way you
can avoi d having a conpliance probl emas far as Bevill is concerned is to
assune the stuff is a hazardous waste until you find out otherw se, and
then when you find out otherw se, go ahead and di spose of it as residue
or if you find out that it fails, go ahead and treat is as a hazardous
wast e.

And you're also going to have to separate the residue by sanpling
periods. |If you were to decide to sanple daily, you would have to keep
your daily residue separated. That way you can tell the difference
bet ween one day's residue and the next day's residue. If you test weekly,
you can tell the difference between one week and another week. Onc e
again, the rationale is, is that the sanple fails, it nmust be managed as
a hazardous waste and if you keep your residue separate, your sanpling
period separated, you know what's the hazardous waste and what's not and
it keeps things nice and sinple for you.

FO39 constituents. Now this came fromthe interimfinal rule.
| don't believe this is in your handouts. This is new |ate breaki ng news.
Basically what the interimfinal rule did is it stayed the Appendix 7 non-
metal residue limts. It set the FO39 linmits in lieu of those Appendix
7 non-netal s. Unfortunately we did not replace the default value for
chenicals not listed on the stayed list. What this means is that if the

toxic constituent is not listed on FO39, the owner/operator need not test
for it. And we'll be sending out conmunications to everybody. By
everybody | inmgine we nean the Regions first and | imagine you can get

the communi cation fromthe Regions fromthat point when that comunication
cones out. oK

Now this is the overview |If there's a boiler and you're burning
at least 50%coal on a total heat i nput or nass basis, then your facility
qualifies for the Bevill exenption. OK? |If you don't burn coal, you burn

natural gas, you don't have any residue, unless you're burning hazardous
waste, it's assumed that all the residue comes fromthe hazardous waste.
Poi nt nunber 2 is how you go about determining the first point of the two
point test. You have to go out and you need to conposite sanples, ten,
twenty-four hour residue sanples to determ ne the upper tolerance linit
for each of the constituents you expect to find in your residue. |

i magi ne now that's everything on the FO39 list. Now you can choose not
to do this and go directly to and apply the F039 linits and the netal
limts in Appendix 7. For sone facilities that are doing that, it's nore



stringent because your residue may have naturally a concentration higher
than what's published in FO39 but if this is too nuch of a bother for your
do, then that's up to the facilities determ nation.

K. Now, after you've determned the upper t olerance limts every
day for some period of tine, you need to get historical data. You need
to find out what's in the residue. That's one of the four factors |
mentioned and that hel p you determ ne your sanple and anal ysis frequency.
And then you sanple and anal yze for these constituents and conpare them

to the upper tolerance linmts to nake a Bevill determ nation. Let' s
assunme for now everything goes well; everything passes; none of themfail;
and based on this historical data, you sanpled and analyzed for say a

nmont h. None of them have failed. They're all
upper tolerance limts or the FGB9 limts.
daily testing

and deci de once a week. That's acceptable.

confortably below your
You decide to back off on that

Next, after determining the upper tolerance linmits, you start
burni ng hazardous waste, RCRA storage requirenent conmes into play. Once
again, you don't want to find yourself in a situation of piling all these

wastes in the corner of a quarry (particularly for the cenment kilns) and
the dust is blowi ng everywhere and then he finds out later that it fails
the Bevill test and he should have been managing the whole thing as a
hazardous waste the whole tine. For that reason, store it in a RCRA
storage facility pending the Bevill determ nations.

There's one nore point. I would like to make. Based on
historical data, you can relax your sanpling frequency. Once again, it's
based on those four factors .. possibly others, depending on the type of
facility. If you have fairly consistent residue and it is below the
Appendix 7 and F039 limts, you nmay decide to reduce your sanpling
frequency. You can relax it nore than weekly, even if you want. Mor e
than our recommended ampunt, but it's been our experience that npst
facilities are going weekly and that's the smart thing to do. But if you
can handl e that much residue and you don't care, the only real conpliance
problemyou can run into when it cones to Bevill is not properly handling
and managi ng hazardous waste. If you're storing it in a RCRA storage

facility and you dispose of it properly, you should never have a
viol ation.

QUESTI O\ Mbst of your slides are not in t he new books, can you
provi de copi es?

MR.  RAUENZAHN: We will include themin the transcript. OK?

For clarification, did you say that the default value f or constituents not
on the FO039 list were stayed and not replaced, therefore facilities are
only obligated to test for constituents on the FO39 list? That's what |
sai d.

I'"'mnot so sure we can answer this one, but it says, LDR anal yses
are based on a single grab sanple. Conpliance levels and LDR are set at
99% confidence |l evel s. Thus, per 10 to 20 sanples, there is close to 100%
probability of failing. Has EPA given any thought to changing the
procedures to allow for outliers and natural data variability to enable
facilities to conply?

MS. SASSEVI LLE:
none of us works on that

That's an LDR question.
rul e here.

Unf ortunately,

MR RAUENZAHN: And, well, let ne give a stab at this. Wat |
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think they're saying is the conpliance levels that were set in LDR were
based on sone 99% probability limts and that the FO39 nunbers who ar e
based on the 99% confidence interval, that should help you. OK? Because
the nean is standing at a 50% confidence level. 99% should be over here
right?

(comrent s i naudi bl e)
MR RAUENZAHN: If there's a 99% ... | agree with what you'r e
saying but .. and if the residue you're analyzing is from the same
popul ation of FO39, | agree. OK? | think you' re naeking a couple of bad
assunptions; your worst assunption is that Bevill residue is F039, which

it is not. But to get to what | think is your point, yes you may fail
1% of the time due to statistics. That is one of the reasons why we're
telling you that you've got to handle this stuff in RCRA storage

facilities. Because 1 %of the tine you may fail through no fault of your
own. |Is that what you're asking? |If that's a fact... that's statistics.
But remenber that your assunptions are faulty. Bevill residue is not FO039
and may have constituent concentrations w dely different from FO039 .
That's why there is a first part of this two part test.

How often shoul d the base |ine upper tolerance |evel be updated?
I's an evergreen approach of random non-waste ... oh, | don't understand

t hat that's not ny repertoire, but every time you nake a proces s
change, you have to update your upper tolerance linit.

MR.  HOLLOWAY: If you make any change in your design or
operation, that could affect the base line, the normal levels of toxi c

constituents in the
tol erance |evels.

resi due, then you have to reestablish your

uppe r

MR.  RAUENZAHN: You may want to do it every so often anyway
because there are situations where things that are beyond your control or
things that you're not aware of may be going on in your systemthat may
be affecting the concentration of the residue so it night be a smart thing
to update themperiodically. |Is it requiredto do Bevill for burning non-
hazardous waste? Bevill doesn't apply to non-hazardous waste. So ...

MS. SASSEVI LLE: That determination doesn't need to be nade
because it's clear that the residues would be exenpt. There's only a
question when you're burning hazardous waste and trying to figure out what
the effect of the hazardous waste has on the residue.

MR RAUENZAHN
then why nmust we anal yze our

You nention that natural gas has no ash content,
natural gas for BIF netals? Isn't this a

waste of tine and resources which could be better spent on real issues?
| guess | was answering to what the regulation said as far as Bevill was
concerned. That it's assumed that for these don't have any ash. For any
hi gh quantities of ash and that at that point if you do start getting

quantities of ash, let's assune that hazar dous waste,

you know.

it came from your

MR. HOLL OWAY:
certainly be the appropriate |

Yeah. That's true Scott and it woul d

guess and good if we could, the Agency
could establish default values for levels of metals or chlorine or
what ever that might be in natural gas. But | don't think we've |ooked
intothat. If we have time, if you guys have data you'd like to provide
us on levels of netals and chlorine what else would be inportant ?
Organics? Toxic organics that could be in natural gas, we'll certainly
consider putting out sone sort of guidance or interpretation that could



include default values. That could be zero or whatever.

MB. CHOW Let me just make a comment on that. A while ago, |
received a copy of a docunent witten by the Southern California Gas
Conpany regarding a study that this conpany conducted on its own product.
This report contains disucssions on the anal ytical nethods the conpany
used to analyze their natural gas. They found that there were traces of
metal s, such as nercury in their gas. Sone of the contam nants may not
necessarily be in the product originally , but were there as a result of
contam nations through the pipe lines. So, natural gas may not be as
clean as sone of us like to think. Fromwhat | can recall, the level s
were not high, but they were there. Unfortunately, |I don't have a copy
here with ne. Yes, | will see whether | can attach a copy with the
transcript package. [The EPA is unable to obtain permission to releas e
this docunent at the tine of the transcript.]

MR RAUENZAHN: 1"l stop and say, personally speaking, | know
of one problemin nmy hone state of Pennsylvania as far as natural gas is

concerned. They're finding puddl es of nercury under the gas nmeters of old
homes, which indicates to ne that t here's at |east some nmetals in natural
gas.

You stated that if you burn liquid waste and natural gas, not
coal, you assume that all the residues come fromthe waste, OK, it's the
sane point. Is this EPA policy? Could it be comunicated to the Regional
of fices who keep asking for natural gas analysis for netals, ash, etc.

MR. HOLLOWAY: There are two separate issues here. The EPA' s
already stated either in the regulation or Preanble to the Bevil |
regulation that if you're co-firing hazardous waste with oil or gas, then

your residues are not eligible for the Bevill exclusion because we'r e
presum ng that the residues are nor e characterized by the hazardous waste
you're burning than anything ... any residue comng fromoil or gas. The
separate issue is in conplying with the feed rate restr ictions or the feed
rate limts under the BIF regulation. You need to know what's in all of
your levels of netals and whatever that's in all of your feed streans .
Including natural gas, if you're burning natural gas. So, that's a
separate ... entirely separate issue.

MR RAUENZAHN: Next question says, why frequent and expensive
Bevill analysis if residues contain |levels of BIF elenents |ess than that
found in natural top soils we live with every day.
residue is that clean,

I'f your Bevill and you are assured that you

can back off of frequent expensive testing, then that's certainly a
prerogative. But you need data. Do you have that data? Then that' s
fine. At other facilities, that nay not be true.

MR DOVBROMEKI : Just another point as far as Bevill's concerned
with ash. Qur inspectors (at least at cenent kilns facilities) they do

go out and sanple the ash and analyze and conpare it to the data that you

provided, so they are checking it as well, so if you do meke a
determination like Scott said, document it and be sure of yourself.
MR.  RAUENZAHN: There's a lot of things that factor into that

al so. You know, if you happen to be lucky to have an extraordinaril y
large RCRA storage facility and you can get away with storing a year' s
worth of stuff in there now | don't know why you'd want to do that,
but | don't see how you could be out of non-conpliance as long as you
treat that year's worth of stuff appropriately. So, once again, it's a
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site specific call
how expensive it

that you fol ks make, you know, based on your resources,
is and what not. Al those factors get factored in.

Next question is addressed to you again, Sonya. Yo u
ash extrapolation is not allowed if you have an ai r
pollution control device due to collection efficiency variability. What
about a facility that does not have air pollution control device such as
natural gas boiler? Is it allowed in this case? |If not, why not?

mentioned that

MB. SASSEVI LLE: That's not sonething we've really tal ked about

a lot.

MR HOLLOMY: Excuse me, John. Another consideration we've had

only effect on air pollution control collection efficiency but
it's the issue of partitioning. How much of the ash is going to partition
to the conbustion gas versus that stays in the bottomash, or whatever.
And we just don't have and neither do you have enough data to full y

does not

understand partitioning for metals or ash or anything else. So, it's not
expensive to run a PMtest, so you cannot extrapolate ash. You nust run
a new PM test. By the way, let nme just finish. Quys, if you're

conpl ai ni ng about PMtesting, you're in for a rude awak eni ng under the new
regulatory regine. \W've been talking about dioxin testing and much nore
conpr ehensive testing than we've tal ked about today, so | wouldn't be
wor ryi ng about PMtesting.

(question inaudible)
MS. SASSEVI LLE: At the least | don't think it's sonething we

coul d answer here. We woul d have to think about whether there can be
anything el se that influences it.

MR.  HOLLOWAY: That does sound nore reasonable, but again,
there's probably sonething that maybe we're not thinking about. Maybe we
can give it atry and try to deal with it in the transcript but, have you
tal ked to the Region about it?

(i naudi bl e)

All right. So |I guess nothing's going to happen any time soon ?

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Actual |y anot her good point that was brought
up is that there is, for things like this, a difference between conpliance
certifications and pernmts where the permt witer does have nor e
flexibility on the pernitting process of what they accept whereas for
interimstatus where it was set up to be self inplenenting, it is pretty
prescriptive and so that Regions are really sticking to what's in the
regul ati ons whi ch doesn't allow for extrapolation. So, if this idea does
hold nerit then it could be considered under a pernit but probably not

under the interim status.

MR.  RAUENZAHN: Next question is nmore common. Please include
references for obtaining natural gas test analysis data. Oher sources
woul d be a better for this type of information. | inmagine APl [the

Arerican Petrol eumInstitute] has a constituent list of a what a natural
gas would be. From what | renenber, though, natural gas varies a lot
across the nation. So, your local gas conpany nay be a good source. SAE

[the Society of Autonptive Engineers], with all the natural gas vehicles
that are going into fleets since the dean Air Act Anendnents of 1990,
they must have lots of data also. There are better places to get thi s

ki nd of data than from us.



A Tier 1 BIF, | guess this relates to the previous issue. A tier
1 BIF burns hazardous waste that has a very |low ash content. |If repairs
to the inside of the boiler are necessary, is it required to treat any
thin filmcoating of residue on the equi pnrent as hazardous waste?

MR. HOLLOWAY: Any residue that
mai nt enance, has to be nanaged as hazardous waste,
l'i sted hazardous waste or if the wastes exhibit a characteristic. That's
point 1. And if you're burning a listed hazardous waste, then the
resi dues based on the derived fromrule are considered to be hazardou s
waste. |If you' re not burning listed waste, then you need to see whether
the residue exhibit a characteristic.

you generate, as a result of
if the BIF burns a

MR.  RAUENZAHN: I's there any neans of obtaining sone of thes e
gui dance docunents electronically, i.e. on bulletin boards?

MS. SASSEVI LLE: Not at this point. |t might be something we
do sonetine in the future, but at this point, no, they're not avail able
that way.

MR.  RAUENZAHN: OAQPS does have their technology transfer
network and we depend a ot on themfor our sanpling and anal ysis nethods.
You can get on their technology transfer network, as | said. There are
several resources and they're available to giving you validation of test
met hods and al so sone technical publications for problens people have had,
how t hey got around them and whatnot. So ...

MR RAUENZ AHN: Thank you. The OAQPS Technol ogy Transfer Network
modem line is 919-541-5742. And there's also a nunber for help which |

don't know since |I didn't know this one. [NOTE: The help line for TTN
is 919-541-5384. For the Em ssions Measurenent Technical Information
Center, EMIIC, the hel p nunber is 919-541-5222.] That's all.

MR HOLLOMY: Emly, should we start in 15 ninutes from now rat her
than waiting for 10:15, let's speed this up, all right? So, you want to

start again at 5 after 107

MR Q4 QlELLO
I have the copies in the back for
addi tional nine copies for someone who wants it and |

Ranos. . .

There are sixteen people that asked for the ERP.
those sixteen people. | also hav e
need to see Maryanna

[End of proceedi ngs as recorded.]

PROCEEDI NGS

MR HOLLOMY: ... | will go quickly on upgrading the technical
em ssion standards and we want to talk about the driving forces for
revising those standards and then give you sonme idea of our current
thinking on sone of the key issues. But again to put things in
perspective. The waste minimzation conbustion strategy has a nunber of
conponents. Let ne give you a quick overview on where we stand on each
of these. Wth respect to public outreach, | think everybody knows that
we held a national roundtable back in Novermber of '93, a forum of virtu-
ally all the stakeholders on these conbustion regul ations, not just the
BIF rules but the incinerator rules as well. We had over 200 peopl e
attending and as a foll owup we have Regional roundtabl es schedul ed in San
Franci sco, Chicago, Houston and Atl anta. The one in San Francisco is the
first one scheduled for April 16th; the one in Houston will be second.
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That's schedul ed for the 23rd and t hen Chicago is next and Atlanta is the
final one. They're a week apart on Saturdays, and we will try to get as
many | ocal citizens and public interest groups attending as possible.

Waste mninzation. The waste mnimization piece of the
conbustion strategy, we've already provided guidance for what's called a
program in place back in My of '93. What that really neans is the
requirenent for all generators and treatnment storage and disposal
facilities to develop a waste minimization plan. And in last May we
devel oped a guidance to a systemin devel oping those waste mnim zation
plans. Just recently in Decenber we sent out letters to generators and
their CEGCs advising themor requesting, recomendi ng that they nake those
waste mnimzation plans available to the public. And finally, we're in
the process now of devel oping an overall waste mnimzation strategy.

Facility permtting. We discussed this yesterday. This i s
another nmmjor feature of the strategy. | think we've already called in
all of the Part B applications, for coomercial interimstatus facilities
and of course, we're giving top pri ority to permtting all of the interim
status facilities starting with the commercial guys and then nmoving to the
on site facilities as opposed to pernmitting new capacity.

Public involvenent in the permtting process. W are currentl y
devel oping a proposed regulation to help ensure public participation.
That regulation is scheduled to be proposed in the Federal Register sone
time in the wi ndow between this May and July. A couple exanples of the
requirenents are 1) each facility, any facility would have to conduct a
public hearing a public neeting before submitting their Part B
application. Anot her requirenment would be for a public notice of the
availability of the trial burn plan.

Ri sk assessnent is also a major
with respect to upgrading the enmission standards. The Agency's current
approach is to require a risk assessnent for all new permts to insur e
that the emssions in fact are safe. W' ve developed what's called an
addendum to indirect exposure to an existing indirect exposur e
gui dance docunent. By the way, this risk assessment is different from
the, as nost of you know, it's different fromthe risk assessnments that
we' ve conducted to date in the conbustion program and nuch different than
is included in the BIF regulation. It involves nmulti pathway indirect
exposure assessnent. And as | said, we've devel oped what anmpbunts to an
update or a refinement to an existi ng gui dance docunent that the Agency's
O fice of Research and Devel opnent had devel oped back i n | think it's 1989
or 1990. We've submitted that addendumto EPA's Sci ence Advisory Board
for review W've also asked for public comment on it. W' ve published
a notice in the Federal Register requesting public conment on the addendum
and we're in the process now of revising the addendum | believe the
revi sed the addendum wi || be made public sonmetine ... will be ready
for public distribution in late spring or summer. In addition, we'r e
devel oping a guidance on how to conduct a risk screen so that you can
avoid the tine and expense of conducting a conprehensive risk assessnment
and | understand the guidance docunent on how to conduct a screening
assessnent will also be added roughly in that sane tine franme, by some
time this sumer. O course the advantage of a risk screen is that it's
qui cker and cheaper than a conprehensive risk assessnent but the downside
is the risk screens are conservative, very conservative and because o f
that you might fail. And if you fail the risk screen, of course, you
really don't have a choice but to get into the conprehensive assessnent.

part of the conbustion strategy

Enforcement. W probably don't need to discuss that too much with



this group. | think you're pretty nmuch aware of what we're doing in the
enforcenent area.

Now | et's focus on the emi ssion standards piece of the conbustion
strategy. We really have a couple of phases that we're dealing with on
the enission standards. One is the rul enaki ng process that we're going
t hrough, just starting now And secondly, however, we want to appl y
upgraded controls, particularly on dioxin and particulate natter
imedi ately during the permtting process. So, let me talk about both of
these. First, with respect to the rul enakings, let ne give you sonme idea
of why we're doing this, what the schedules are and what we're thinking
about doing on sone of the key issues. Wiy are we doing it? The Agency
frankly is concerned that our existing standards are not necessaril y
protective, or don't ensure safe burning in every situation. For exanple,
the existing regulations don't have limts on dioxins. Another exanple
is, as |'ve said before, a nunber of the BIF regulations for netals for
exanple and chlorine are purely risk based regul ations based on sit e
specific risk assessment. Those risk assessnents only consider direct
exposure through inhalation, don't consider nulti pathway exposure. So
for a nunber of reasons, those and other reasons, we're concerned that the
existing regul ations nmay not ensure safe burning. That's not to say that
facilities out there, that your emssions are actually posing a risk. The
concern is that our regulations don't ensure that your emissions are safe.
The cenment people in particular are fond of standing up in public neetings
and saying that they're only emtting a tenth or one percent of the
al | owabl e em ssions or the emissions allowed by EPA's regulations and
that's something that we want to put a stop to. Another issue is as a
result of BIF litigation, we've entered into settlenent agreements t o
propose and promul gate revi sed standards for BlIFs, and incinerators too,
for that matter.

Wiat's the schedul e? We've broken the rul emaki ngs down into two
phases with the first phase including incinerators, kilns and nelting,
snelting and refining furnaces and those regul ati ons are scheduled to be
proposed by Septenber of '95. W hope to be able to beat that date, at
| east our managenent does. We will be pronulgating, we're obligated to
promul gate those regulations by the end of '96. The second phase wil |
include boilers and industrial furnaces. We've split them up sinpl y
because we just don't have enough resources, don't have enough people to
deal with all source categories at once. W would prefer to do themall
at once, we just can't handle the | oad.

Sonme of the key issues or current thinking on key issues.
you' ve heard about this. W are considering whether it is appropriate to
establish technol ogy-based or risk-based standards. And | think it' s
fairly clear that we will be establishing standards that reflect the use
of best operating practices or technol ogy-based standards. W wll ,
however, certainly consider residual risks by one or nore approaches. The
options that we're now |l ooking at, one option is to use the approach as
outlined in the Cean Air Act Amendnents which established whi c h
requires the Agency to establish the MACT standards the maxi mum
achi evabl e control technol ogy standards. And under the Cl ean Air Act, the
MACT process, the Agency has to revisit these source categories withi n
seven years of establishing the MACT standard to determine if the residual
risk is significant. And if the residual risk is unacceptable, then the
Agency would of course rachet down on the MACT standard. That's one
option. Another option is to use what we call a generic risk assessnent
on the national standards. The national standards for dioxin or PMfor
exanple. And here, what we can do is identify some reasonabl e worst case
scenarios, look at nodel facilities, assune a high enmission rate, we'll
assune em ssion rates at the limts, assume some worst case scenarios for

One ,
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exposure, dispersion, whatever and show by generic risk assessnment that
these performance standards, the regul ations appear to be protective in
most cases. Another approach is to use site specific risk assessnment .
Ei ther a screening nodel, a conprehensive approach or maybe sonething even
sinmpl er than a screening nodel where if we were to use a generic risk
assessnment on the national basis, t hen maybe on a site specific basis all
we'd have to do is determne whether the facility's features neet the
condi tions of the generic risk assessnent. If so, no nore questions

asked. It should be protective. |f not, you fall outside of the generic
ri sk assessnent assunptions, then nmaybe you'd have to go into either a
screeni ng nodel or a conprehensive risk assessment approach. And there

may be others. | think we'll be using a conbination. | personally think
we' |l be using both generic and site specific risk easenents but we'll see
what happens. To the extent we use risk assessnent, to the extent that

ri sk assessment affects the emnmission standards, the regulations, it' s
likely that the risk assessment will only be used to rachet down on the
em ssion standards, not to back away fromthe technol ogy-based em ssion
st andar ds.

Now, having said that, we also are very concerned about applying

reasonabl e technol ogy-based standards, if in fact the technol ogy based
standards require emission levels that go well beyond what a risk
assessnment woul d require. Again, if the risk assessment, let's say a risk

assessnment shows that a dioxin TEQ of one nanogramis just fine, yet our
t echnol ogy- based standard would say that these facilities can easily neet
a technol ogy based standard of .2 TEQ Well, in applying a .2 TEQ for
exanpl e, we would certainly want to consi der econonic inmpacts on various

folks. Again, even under RCRA we would do this, again because we're going
beyond what the risk assessment calls for, and as you know, RCRA i s
primarily a risk based statute. So, a couple of approaches .. and by the

way, these approaches al so are very consistent as nany of you know, wth
the Agency's nandate under the Clean Air Act, under the MACT standards.
The MACT standards or the MACT process clearly allows the Agency t o

consider, if not require, the Agency to consider or to devel op different
standards. For exanple, for new facilities versus existing facilities and
allows us to consider different standards for small versus large
facilities. Qoviously we're talking about reduced standards, less
stringent standards for small facilities and for existing facilities.
Again, it remains to be seen how this plays out.

There's another mmjor issue and that is whether we shoul d
promul gate the regul ations under the Clean Air Act Amendnents or RCRA
aut hority or naybe even both authorities. And the bottomline is we

obviously think it makes sense to pronul gate these regul ations under joint
authority. We don't think it makes sense for two different agencies in
the office in EPA, two different offices in EPA to be devel opi ng standards
separately for the sane source categories. Cenent kilns, incinerators,
boil ers, whatever. So, we have ... we are coordinating efforts with them
W' ve had nunbers of neetings at the staff level and the office director
level to coordinate our efforts and again we think it nmakes sense because
it avoids duplicative agency effort and obviously it helps you guys
because it avoi ds pieceneal regulation. W wouldn't be establishing for
exanple a PMstandard of .01 and say a year fromnow and then have the
Oean Air Act turn around and establish a standard of .001 a year or two
later.

Now, so the current thinking is to promul gate regulations for all
these source categories under authority of both statutes, Clean Air Act
and RCRA. But now, under RCRA, since RCRA is a risk based statute, we
need to ensure that when we apply the MACT process and devel op the MACT



standard, we need to ensure that the MACT standards nmeet RCRA concerns.
And there are at least two concerns we woul d have under RCRA that night
go beyond, that m ght require something naybe nmore stri ngent than the MACT
process would drive us toward. One issue the residual risk. | mentioned
that earlier. Under the MACT process residual risk doesn't need to be
considered wuntil seven years later. Under RCRA, frankly, we're
considering just what our options are for considering residual risk as |
mentioned earlier. Do we have to conduct a generic risk assessment? Can
we rely on site specific risk assessnents, or can we just wait, even under
RCRA, and deal with risk like it's going to be dealt with under the d ean
Air Act. Wit seven years later.

Anot her concern is, does the MACT process ... is it going to drive
us always to do what we think are best operating practi ces? |n sone cases
in fact, the MACT process, which let ne give you an exanple ... the MACT
process says you take the ... you look at a source category and if you
have nore than thirty different sources, if you have a data base for nore
than thirty facilities, the MACT standard for existing facilities is based
on the average of the best 12% of the technologies. |If in fact applying
that formula, and by the way there's lots of flexibility as you nmi ght have
guessed into applying that formula, but if in applying that fornula we
determine that the average of the 12% percent of the technologies really

doesn't represent best operating practice because for exanple, maybe the
industry isn't doing a very good job of trying to control a given
pollutant and could in fact have done a lot better job with existing

technol ogy that has a reasonable cost, if that's true, then we mght
determ ne under RCRA that the MACT process isn't good e nough, doesn't give
us what we think is best operating practices, we have to go beyond that.

is whether we should establish

oxins, PM whatever,

An issue that we're |ooking at
separate standards, enission standards for netals, di
for each source category, boilers, cement kiln, snelters, whatever ,
separately or whether we should establish generic emssion linits and
generic standards for a source category that m ght be called hazardous
waste conbustors. There's a lot of sentinent, frankly, for establishing
a generic emssion limts for hazardous waste conbustors. The thinking
goes that hazardous waste should only be burned in devi ces that can do the
best job. If a given source category such as cenent kilns or boiler s
cannot burn hazardous waste as efficiently as other types of burners can
achi eve, then naybe they shoul dn't be burning hazardous waste.

On that point, let ne back up. Current thinking is to establish
generic emssion limts for all pollutants except possi ble for particulate
matter. W're leaning very heavily toward generic standards for
everything but PM On PMit's very much up in the air whether to go with
source category specific standards or generic standards for a couple of
reasons. Frankly, PMis a poor surrogate for metals em ssions when you
| ook at what metal s em ssions you actually achieve for a given PM standard
across source categories, the netals emssion levels can vary all over the
pl ace at a constant PM enissions rate. So one problemis PMis a poor
surrogate for metal s enissions even though that's one of the reasons that
we're limting PM Another reason that we're considering, or that it's
very much up in the air as to which way we'll way for PM is that some
very prelimnary data analysis indicates that the PM standards m ght be
drastically different under the MACT process. M ght be drasticall y
different for various source categories. So, the econonic inpacts could
be really substantial if we had a generic PMIlimt.

oK.
term effort,

I"ve talked pretty much about the rul emaki ngs, the longer
now let's talk about what we are doing in the interimt o
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insure that as permts are awarded between now and the time new rules are
promul gated and beconme effective, to be sure those permts ensure saf e

burning. And what we want to do is use what's called the Omibus Permt
Authority to ensure that permts are safe. As | think npst of you heard
before, the Omibus Permt Authority says that the EPA permt witer has

the authority and the responsibility to apply additional controls to the
permt beyond those that would be dictated by the regulations to ensure
that the enissions are protective of human health and the environnent .
And since this is outside of the normal rul enaki ng process, however, the
permit witers will explain what their concerns are on a case specifi ¢
basis and of course, listen to and respond to comrents from the
facilities. It sort of amounts to a mni-rulemking, rulemaking on a
specific site as opposed to a national rulemaking. |In order to help our
permt witers and also to give facilities an idea of where we're heading
with our dioxin and PM standards, we are now developing a technical
resource document called CETRED, that's the way we're pronouncing the
acronym conbustion emni ssions technical resource docunent, that is going
to take the avail abl e data base we have and apply the MACT process to it
and based on that prelimnary analysis, it's prelimnary because it' s
based on avail abl e data and frankly, there are a nunber of things we don't
understand now, and it may be many nmonths before we do understand. For
exanple with respect to dioxin fornation. Anyway, we're taking the
exi sting data base, existing know edge and applying it usi ng the MACT
process and identifying what we believe woul d be reasonabl e MACT nunbers
for dioxin and PMand again, our permt witers will be using this. This

will be a public document. The schedule for making it available at the
earliest, sometine in the middle of May. And it might be a little later
than that, but nmy best guess would be it should be avai lable in the mddle
of May.

To give you sone idea of where these nunbers may be heading,
everybody's aware |'msure that when the conbustion str ategy was announced

last May three were target levels given for PMand dioxin. The target
level for dioxin was 30 nanograms, total congeners. The prelimnary data
anal ysi s shows that the MACT technol ogy can achieve a t otal congener limt

level well below 30 nanogranms. Wl |l below. We're still looking at a |ot
of issues. One of which is whether to establish dioxin limts on TEQ or
total congeners or both. The current thinking is that we will at a

m ni num establi sh the dioxin level as TEQs. As a TEQ on a TEQ basis and
we mght also, in addition, establish a total congener level. The logic
for establishing linmts on both would be our concern that health effects
data over time would show that some of the congeners we now think don't

pose significant risk could in fact pose significant risk. So, to be
conservative, there is sone sentiment toward linmiting both TEQ and total

congeners. By the way, the data indicate that a TEQ limt that mght
represent MACT technol ogy would be close to the ECtarget level of a tenth
of a TEQ O course, our technol ogy-based dioxin linits, as opposed to
the European community target level, would be a nunber never to be

exceeded. It's a nunber never to be exceeded while under the EC target
level of a tenth of a TEQ as | understand it, neant to be an average
value, as is as you may know the dioxin limt for MACs. The existing

Agency dioxin Iimt for nunicipal waste conbustors is as | understand it
an average | evel not necessarily a level never to be exceeded. So our
i npl enent ati on approach would be nore stringent than either what the EC s
| ooking at or how the Agency currently regulates MACs. Wth respect to
MACs, let me also point out that the Agency is reevaluating the MNC
standards and expects to propose in the Federal Register revised dioxin
limts and PM linmts for MACs by | believe this Septenber. And the
prelimnary analysis indicates that both the dioxin and the PMIlevels will
be substantially lower than they are right now. And in addition on



dioxin, under the MAC, revised MAC standards, they will be establishing,
current thinking is to establish dioxin linmts on a TEQ basis as opposed

to the current approach of total congeners. | believe that's it .
Questions, comments? | figured if | didn't get questions fromthis, they
wer e asl eep.

If we obtain our Part B today for BlFs, would we be shielded by

permt fromthe conbustion strategy changes? Do you have an idea, Sonya?

MS. SASSEVI LLE: well, first of all, | think it's going to
be hard to get a permt for a BIF at this point w thout having many or
nmost of the conbustion strategy el enents incorporated f or any rul e changes
that happen afterward. It's ny understanding, if we're partially using
Oean Air Act authority that there wouldn't be a pernit as a shield. That

the limts would have to take effect even before nodification to the
permit. W can recheck that for when do the ... send out the mnutes.
but I'mpretty sure that's the case.

MR,  HOLLOWAY:
establ i shi ng

We're talking about in the interimprior to
regul ations under joint authority. No, you're absolutel y
right. So, if we were to follow through and issue regul ations under joint
authority Cean Air Act and RCRA, then | think you are right. Then |
think the Qean Air Act requires conpliance within, | think, three years
of the MACT standards, and | think you're right, it would be irrespective
of whether you already have a RCRA permt. You're right.

Where can you find a copy of the conbustion strategy or the
princi pal components of the strategy? The RCRA hot line has copies of the
information, the press rel ease and acconpanying docunents that describe
the strategy.

information on the risk assessment
portion of the conmbustion strategy? Contact within the Ofice of Solid
Waste, Alex McBride. |I|f you want talk to Al ex about things such as
the screening nodel and general application inplementation of the risk
assessnent. |f you have questions about nuts and bolts of the methods,
of the data inputs, whatever, the algorithns, then you should be talking
to the Ofice of Research and Devel opment and the contact there would be
John Schaum but |'msure he's in the |ocator.

Wio is the main contact t o get

How does EPA plan to keep tabs on over zeal ous pernmt witers who
choose to over use or even abuse their Omibus Permt Authority. Wat are
the checks and bal ances?

| can't inmgine that would ever happen. |In reality, the perm t
witer has to explain to you, as we said, as our guidance docunents, an
ol d gui dance docunent says, the pernit witer needs to explain to you what
his concern is with respect to dioxin, PM explain the risk nethodol ogy
that he thinks is appropriate to use, if any, to identi fy nore appropriate
standards. He needs to explain where the dioxin and PMIevels cane from
that are going to be presented in CETRED. Using the supporting
docunmentation we'll provide he should be able to answer all your
questi ons.

MS. SASSEVI LLE: As far as the official checks and bal ances,
certainly the Permit Appeals process is there, not that we want t o
encour age peopl e to appeal, but as far as legal checks and bal ances, there
is the appeals process. One thing to keep in mnd that there were a
nunber of appeals of netals limts that were set for incinerators under
the Omibus provision and nost of those permts were upheld. So as far
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as just the idea of using the Omibus provision, that has been uphel d
widely so it would only be if there is some specific use of it that's not
appropriate that there nay be a problem

MR. HOLLOWAY: Anot her question. WII the MACT rule be under
RCRA or Air Regulations or both? The MACT rule, the MACT standards are
a Clean Air Act Amendnent standards, but what | was trying to point out

is that Agency intends to establish technol ogy- based standards for your
industry under joint dean Air Act and RCRA authority. It goes on to say,
if MACT is duplicated under RCRA, how will EPA avoid the double jeopardy
of multiple program penalties and enforcement actions on a company wh o
m ght only have a single nonconpliance identically covered by RCRA, MACT
and by a GQean Air Act (inaudible). |Issues we have not yet even begun to
discuss with the Air people, the MACT people, is how we would inpl enent
these regulations. And that's an i nportant issue, we just haven't gotten
to it yet.

| f
using a scientific risk assessnent
manner, such as the German standard?

limts are set on dioxin and furan enmissions will this be done
or will it be done in an arbitrary
Certainly, under the rul eneking, as
| said before, we're |leaning toward a technol ogy-based approach for the
di oxi n standard and we'll go through it'll be scientific approach,

| ooking at existing data as well as data we intend to obtain over the next

several nonths both at the research level, |lab scale |level, bench scale
level as well as full scale data.

Research shows that 290 NVs, whatever that is, wave length UV
light fromthe sun destroys dioxin. This was shown in Sevaso

wherever it is Italy. Wiy is the atnospheric discharge of smal |
amounts of dioxin the top priority of em ssion concerns?

Did nmany of you attend the dioxin semnar? The public dioxi n
sem nar, the EPA, ASME jointly sponsored dioxin seminar, when was it? A
coupl e of weeks ago down in the Research Triangle Park. There was a

speaker, Dr. Linda Birdbaum an expert on dioxin toxicity and exposure,
what ever, was expl aining the concerns. |f you have a question about that,
talk to Dr. Birdbaum

MS. SASSEVI LLE: If the question was related to the idea that
maybe dioxin isn't persistent in the environment, that's certainly not
correct based on our data which indicates that there are high levels of
dioxin out there, especially in some areas that acts ki nd of sinks ...
like the Geat Lakes, for exanple. So it is persistent in the environnent
and the level s seemto be on a general increasing trend. So, they do seem
to be persistent. | think we hear that they've sonewhat |eveled off right
now, but there's no guarantee that that will persist.

COMVENT: Aclarificati on of what you said was (inaudible) The
second point that was nade here at the conference was t hat hazardous waste
consideration is (inaudible)

MR HOLLOMY: I think in sunmary the comment relates to why is
the Agency worried about or so concerned about dioxin emssions from
combustion sources. Aren't there greater things to worry about, nor e
prom nent sources of dioxin emssions and the answer today is the same as

it was when you raised the question four tines at the dioxin semnar. The
Agency has two separate Congressional mandates to control toxic em ssions
from hazardous waste conbustion units under the Clean Air Act as wel |

under RCRA and we're going to do that until the statute changes.



Wiat is TEQwi th respect to the dioxin discussion? That's a good
point. W use a lot of acronyns. TEQrelates to a toxicity equival ence
approach where the toxicity of various dioxin and furan congeners ar e
related to the toxicity of the most toxic congener which is 2,3,7,8 TCDD.
Sone tetra through octa congeners ... for some reason those are the only
congeners considered, | don't know why. Sonme of the congeners within that
band are considered to have zero toxicity conpared to 2,3,7,8, whil e
others are considered to have a toxicity of a tenth of 2,3,7,8, and |
don't know what some of the other ratios are, but the idea is to have a
toxicity equival ent conpared to the npbst toxic dioxin congener.

Wth the increasing tightening of requirements and the possibilit y
that the nunmber of viable outlets for waste treatment are dimnishing
coupled with the realization that pollution prevention will not likely get
us to zero, what is the Agency's current thinking on how industry wl |
handle its waste and if site specific BIFs are closed, | guess on-sit e
BlFs are closed, is the Agency considering the increased risk associated
with transportation? Wll, in the first place, based on the data we have,
it looks like it will not be that difficult to conply with the dioxin and
PMlevels that we're considering and it is not that expensive. |'msure
you m ght have opposing views on that and you'll have an opportunit y
during the rulemaking process to give us your thoughts on that and
frankly, even earlier. So, with respect to shutting down the on-sit e
facilities, one of the things as | tried to stress, we want to take into
account and that is the opportunity or the possibility of establishing
less stringent standards for small facilities to the extent that you've
got a snmall on-site facility, not all on-site facilities are small, but
if you have a snall on-site facility, then there certainly is sonme |ogic
to have a less stringent standard. The nmass enission r ates are |ower from
a snall facility. Small conbuster, and in addition the economics ... the
cost of a CEMis a greater portion of the capital cost, for exanple, or
the cost of a retrofit to conply with the dioxin standard is a greater
cost of a greater portion of the capital cost for a small facility than
a large facility. So, if in fact t he technol ogy-based standards drive us
to levels to emssion levels that are well below any risk-based
standard, then we will consider econom c inpacts as needed.

The question was, are we going to consider risk from
transportation, | guess storage and transportation and then the perhaps
it could be argued that when comercial off-site facilities take wast e
from a nunber of generators, there's less certainty as to what they'r e
burning and possibility for uneven operation. Al those are real concerns
and we hope to be able to take those into account during the rul enaking.

Are there thoughts to | ower the PM standards on Bl Fs? Yes. The
Adm ni strator has publicly given some | ower nunbers such as |owering from
a .08 to .015 as her viewpoint. Wien the dust settles we'll have PM
standards that are ... let ne slow down on PM On PM |'mnot sure where
we're going to end up. Sone of the the target level in the Conbustion
Strategy was .015 grains; the current standard for all hazardous wast e
conbustors is .08. Sone of our data indicates that some source categories
can get well can achieve levels well below .015. And as | sai d
before, the MAC standard that's now being revisited is going to end up
being ... there's a good possibility it will be well below .015. On the
other hand, there are other source categories that when you apply the MACT
process indicates their PMIlevel would not be that low. So, | don't know
where we're going to end up on PM

Where does the Agency currently stand on the allowable anbient
chl orine standard? It's nmy understanding that this value is being
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revised, is that accurate? And when will it occur? | understand that
sorme of the, in fact, sone of the CMA nmenbers have made available to the
EPA toxicol ogi st at Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, some new ...

| guess it's not new now ... sone health effect data that we didn't have
avail able when we wote the BIF regulation that shows that the anbient
standard for chlorine ... that the acceptabl e anbient |level for chlorine
shoul d be substantially higher than we used in the BIF regulation. And
in the conmmunications we've had with these people, | guess we said two
things. Primarily to the CMAreps. One, if the Agency toxicol ogists are
in fact convinced that new data exists such that the level should be
revised, we'll certainly take that into account in fixing the current
nunber, but as a practical matter, unfortunately, we've got our hands tied
moving forward with the Conbustion Strategy on all these schedules and I'm
not really sure how quickly we can nove forward with sone sort of
techni cal anmendnent or this would be nore than a technical amendnent
sone sort of rulemaking to provide notice and comment on the new nunber
and then promul gate a new nunber.

Just as an update, | haven't heard anything on this issue. |
forget who we we' ve been talking to. W' ve been talking to sonme of your
menbers. | haven't heard anything on this issue in over two nonths and

I'd practically forgotten about it until about |ast wee k when | was trying
to think about some of the questions | mght be getting today. And it
occurred to nme that nothing to ny know edge has happened on that. |
haven't heard anything froma toxicol ogi st yet as to whether they' ve been
convi nced by you guys and until | do, |I'mfocusing on other things. Yeah?

(comrent i naudi bl e)

MR HOLLOWMAY: Al right. | guess | asked for it. Al right.
oK. Currently 60% plus of air borne air pollution cones from nobil e
sources. |If headquarters doesn't know the answers to these questions,
what nakes you think that the Regions will provide better, if any,

gui dance? The point of us directing you to the Regions and the states is
not because we don't necessarily know the answer. W can certainly cone
up wWith an answer anong oursel ves, but we just a lot of these issues,
especially the ones that we're trying to pass off deal with site specific
issues and we don't know the issues. We don't have the tine to get
involved in site specific issues. That's what the Regions are for .
That's why the Agency has Regions. It seens like a lot of people ar e
concerned though that the Regions may not have the time to provide the
level of...

SIDE B

I don't know how to deal with that other than | nentioned this to
sonebody at the break, if you try t o comunicate with the Region and they
just don't have tine to deal with you, and frankly, things are going to
get worse in that respect rather than better, maybe all you can do i s
docunment the problem you're having and what action you plan to take
because of that problemand justify that action. Justify why you think
that action nmeets the spirit and the intent of the regulation, if not the
exact letter of the law. Yeah, Dennis?

QUESTI ON: This group of people deals with RCRA as a body
the whole of RCRA and we attend a | ot of conferences here in Washi ngton
on the subject of waste classification, |land disposal restrictions, the
whol e body that is RCRA. Do you know whet her (inaudible) do we get the
ki nd of counsel that we in the (inaudible) and that is you go to the
Regi ons for the answer to a lot of these questions. |If all of RCRA |



submt all of RCRA was administered in this fashion, we wouldn't be able
to get along because we would be trying to get interpretations on
t housands of issues at the Regional level. W really think you need to
think carefully about the nessage that you're getting f romthis group that
the Regions are not being responsive to this sending that you ar e
undertaking. You're sending us to themand they're kind of throw ng up
their hands. And this group is in the mddle.

MR. HOLLOWAY: | understand exactly what you're saying. | can
synpat hi ze and really, what in effect | think we're saying is, although
I don't like it is the process the way the process | guess i s
going to work, if it works at all, is that we send you back to the Region
then it's up to the Region to find the time to deal with all the sit e
specific issues and understand exactly what your facility |ooks |ike and
why you ... what problemyou have and why you think your fix nakes sense
and then often the Region would then turn and check wi th Headquarters ,
with other Regions to see if your approach or if their response to your
request makes sense. Al that takes an awful lot of tine and the Regions
just don't have the time to do that as ... for the nost part. So, | don't
know what the answer is. | understand the problem Sonething, | guess
we need to work on.

COMVENT: | was going to address this issue finally in March. The
thing that people have to realize is that nunber one, we deal with the
Regi ons on a routine basis on the phone an enornmous ampbunt of tine. OK?
(i naudi bl e) (tape stopped)

MR G GLI ELLO the reality of the situation is that |
think the Agency is going to be a decentralized organization in the near
future. Qur reorganization basically is enpower, enpower, enpower. And
1"l tell you, the reality of it is, we are trying to farmnore and nore
stuff out to the Regions, nore and nore stuff out to the states. |If you
really feel this strongly that you are not getting the input that you
need, K, to be perfectly honest, there's not nuch that we can do at our

level. | mean, we spend an enornous anmount of time with the individual

Regi ons and enforcenent cases and | feel we provide themw th answers from
a Headquarters standpoint. | personally have never been called by anyone
in a regulated community saying, the Region is not giving ne any kind of

answer. | haven't been called. | don't know if Bob's been called. It's
just ... | haven't heard it and if (comrent inaudible) well, that's
fine but 1'lIl tell you the reality of it is, you have to do it at a much

hi gher level than sending it to Bob and ne.

It is very unlikely that we can provide the site specific kind of answers
that you want from Headquarters. W're a finite nunber of people and we
just don't have the resources to do it.

MB. SASSEVI LLE: Sonething to add to that is that, you know, we
are synpathetic to your concerns, but just to explain the position that
we're in, there have been times occasionally, when sonmeone from
Headquarters has tried to work with the facility on a site specific issue,
either because they weren't aware of the policy or weren't thinking about
it. And inevitably we end up answering the questions wrong and the reason
is because the Regions always know sonme site specific fact that we
weren't famliar with just because the Regions are out at the facilities;
they are in nore regular contact wi th the facilities and so it's not just
an i ssue of not having tine but we frankly just can't do as good a job
unl ess we spend so nmuch tine with one individual facility that we're not
going to be able to do the national work. So, that's a big part of it
t 0o.

MR HOLLOMY: Anot her question. WII generic standards for all
conbustors be acceptable under the dean Air Act? That 's a good question.
I should have nentioned that. Generic standards would be acceptabl e under
the Cean Air Act provided that the generic standards were at least as
stringent as the MACT standard would be for each individual source
category. Thinking further about that, | don't know what case we woul d
have to make, if any, to justify going beyond the MACT standard for source
category to require conpliance with the generic with, say the RCRA generic
em ssion limt. I'"'m not sure whether we'd have to neke a case to go
beyond the MACT floor or above the MACT floor, as they call it, for that
source category.

Let's see, what's next on the agenda? Did we ... since Houston
is going to be signing off are they like gone or did we ... well, |
was going to say, | don't know whether Emily or Ken mi ght have had a few
words of wap up, but if we've already |ost them then we can decide here
what we want to do. Do you guys want to try that?

W ap-up (CVA & EPA Parti es)

MR G Gl ELLG I"I'l try to nake this quick. The first thing
I want to do is try to get everybody to fill out the evaluation forns.
Whenever we do any semnars like this, we really need the input, so |'d
like people to fill out those evaluation forms, give themto Ci ndy, give
them to whoever, so we could have those.

The other thing | wanted to say about the workshop. One thing
that woul d have probably made this nore useful for all of us is if these
questions cane in before the workshop. As you've noticed, we've probably
gotten about, and | think ny last tally, over 250 questions on our little
3 x 5 And we really tried hard over the last eight nonths, getting a
list of questions and trying to answer these questions that you had. And
in all honesty, and be very frank, | think we answered every single one
of the questions that you gave us beforehand, in a thoughtful manner and
we really researched it. Sonme of the answers that we gave to you that
were inpronptu, it wasn't fair to us at EPA to have to answer those, to
be honest. But we did try our best and | think we've answered nost o f
them Maybe they weren't the answers that you wanted to hear, but we did
answer them to the best of our abilities. OK? And we really didn' t
expect that nmany questions to be perfectly honest. W thought we had nost
of your questions and we thought we were going to answer those in the way
that we did.

What are the next steps? The next steps are, we're going to take
these audi otapes and transcribe it, edit it, if necessary, if there are
m nor changes or changes where we just made sone mistakes up there from
the podium W're going to make those changes, if need be, and we'r e
going to send that to CVMA and other interested parties. There are sone
questions that we are outright not going to answer. | want to nake that
perfectly clear. |f there were any site specific quest ions, and there are
a nunber of them we are not answering them |f there are any questions
that we felt were off the topic totally, and there are a couple of those,
we're not going to answer them Sonme of those questions, you will not see
inthe transcript. Wat we will do with those questions is conpile that
list and have that attached to the transcript and send it out to you and
the other interested parties so you know what questions we received today.
But there will be some that we will not answer.



W'll also conpile a list of the guidance docunents and gui dance
docurent nunbers which we'll send out to you with the transcripts. 1've
given out the ERP to everybody. | have four copies left. |f anybody
wants them conme and grab them Two other things. W really hope t o
learn fromthis workshop in order to inprove future workshops |ike this.
In the new office of conpliance that I'mgoing to be in, | think we'r e
going to be doing a fair nunber of these types of workshops both at the
Headquarters |evel and hopefully at the Regional level. And maybe even
the states once we get themon board with this process. But what we need
fromyou is how to nake these nmore beneficial. |Is the process of getting
the questions beforehand, trying to answer thembetter? |Is it better to
have nore of a free for all? what format really helps and how can we
i mprove these work shops? W really need to know.

The last thing | want to do is to thank everybody. You've been
really good from the standpoint of being engaged, asking questions,
staying awake, | knowit's hard aft er a day and half of just listening to
a lot of EPA people talk about a lot of regulations to actually stay
awake. You've bene very good fromthat standpoint. You've asked a |ot
of good questions, and | want to thank all the participants because you
really did a good job fromthat standpoint. | also want to put in a plug
for the people that worked on the workshop, Emly Chow, Bob Hol | oway and
his staff, Sonya, and the other people from EPA, who had spent a | ot of
time and a lot of energy putting this workshop together. C ndy from CVA
spent a lot of time and | appreciate her help as well. Houston, you're
probably gone by now, but if you're still orbiting out there, thank you
for participating and we really hope to see you in nore semnars like this
so we can have nore dialogue. Thanks a lot. (applause)

[End of proceedi ngs as recorded.]
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